Further Psychometric Properties of the Mother\u27s Activity Checklist. by Little, Linda Merideth
Louisiana State University
LSU Digital Commons
LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses Graduate School
1992
Further Psychometric Properties of the Mother's
Activity Checklist.
Linda Merideth Little
Louisiana State University and Agricultural & Mechanical College
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at LSU Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in
LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses by an authorized administrator of LSU Digital Commons. For more information, please contact
gradetd@lsu.edu.
Recommended Citation
Little, Linda Merideth, "Further Psychometric Properties of the Mother's Activity Checklist." (1992). LSU Historical Dissertations and
Theses. 5397.
https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses/5397
INFORMATION TO USERS
This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 
films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may 
be from any type of computer printer.
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 
and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction.
In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 
the deletion.
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand corner and 
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in 
reduced form at the back of the book.
Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly 
to order.
U n i v e r s i t y  M i c r o U m s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
A Be l l  & H o w e l l  I n f o r m a t i o n  C o m p a n y  
3 0 0  N o r t h  Z e e b  R o a d  A n n  A r b o r  Ml 4 8 1 0 6  1 3 4 6  U S A  
3 1 3  7 6 1 - 4  7 0 0  8 0 0  6 2 1  0 6 0 0
Order Number 9302915
F urther psych om etric  properties o f th e  m o th er’s a c tiv ity  
checklist
Little, Linda Merideth, Ph.D.
The Louisiana S tate University and A gricultural and M echanical Col., 1992
C opyrigh t © 1993 by L ittle , L inda M erid e th . All r ig h ts  reserved .
300 N. Zecb Rd 
Ann Arbor. MI 4X106
FURTHER PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE 
MOTHER’S ACTIVITY CHECKLIST
A Dissertation
Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of the 
Louisiana State University and 
Agricultural and Mechanical College 
in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy
in
The Department of Psychology
by
Linda M. Little
B.S., Tulane University, 1985 
M.A., Louisiana State University, 1988 
August 1992
Table of Contents
page
Acknowledgments .......................................  iv
List of Tables ........................................  v
Abstract ...............................................  vi
Introduction ..........................................  l
Method .................................................. 17
Subjects .........................................  17
Measures .........................................  17
Procedure ........................................  21
Results ................................................  22
Internal Structure of the MAC ................  22
Descriptive Information on the MAC ........... 24
Demographic Differences .......................  25
Construct Validity .............................  31
Effects of Clinical Status on MAC Scores .... 37
Discriminant Analyses ..........................  41
Discussion ............................................. 47
References ............................................. 57
Appendices
A. Mother's Activity checklist ...............  60
B. The Revised Mother's Activity Checklist .. 65
C. Factor Loadings from Principal Components 
Analysis with Varimax Rotation ............ 69
D. Item-total Correlations for the 100-item 
Measure .......................................  71
E. Item-total Correlations for the New 
45-item Measure .............................  74
ii
F. Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's 
Activity Checklist Variables by 
Socioeconomic Status ........................ 76
G. Descriptive Data on the Original Mother’s 
Activity Checklist Variables by Maternal 
Education ....................................  77
H. Descriptive Data on the New Mother's 
Activity Checklist Factors by Maternal 
Education ....................................  7 6
I. Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's 
Activity Checklist Variables by Income 
Level .........................................  79
J . Descriptive Data on the New Mother's
Activity Checklist Factors by Income Level 80
K . Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's
Activity Checklist Variables by Race.......  81
L . Descriptive Data on the New Mother's
Activity Checklist Factors by Race.......... 82
M . Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's 
Activity Checklist Variables by Marital 
Status ........................................  83
N. Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's 
Activity Checklist Variables by Distressed 
Status ........................................  84
O. Descriptive Data on the New Mother's
Activity checklist Factors by Distressed 
Status ........................................  85
P. ANOVA Source Tables ......................... 86
Vita ..................................................... 106
iii
Acknowledgments
I want to thank my husband and my family for all their 
support throughout seven years of graduate school and the 
dissertation process. I also want to thank my chairperson. 
Dr. Mary Lou Kelley, who has patiently guided me throughout 
this period and worked long hours helping me complete this 
project and many others. Many thanks also go to Dr. Joe 
Witt whose help in statistical analysis was invaluable in 
making this dissertation much more meaningful and useful 
overall. My appreciation also goes to all my committee 
members, Drs. June Tuma, Johnny Matson, Robert Coon, and 
Peter Simbi, for their hard work and helpful suggestions. 
Special thanks go to Dr. Lisa Moore who graciously agreed 
to be on my dissertation committee on very short notice.
Thanks also go to Dr. Ann Goodrich who provided me 
with a source for clinical subjects. I am also grateful to 
a large number of people who miraculously appeared just in 
time to answer burning questions or problems. These 
include everyone at LSU's Computer System User Services, 
the psychology departmental secretaries, Dr. Dave Blouin of 
the department of Experimental Statistics and fellow 
graduate students.
iv
List of Tables 
Table cage
1. Demographic Information ........................... 18
2. Descriptive Data on the Mother 1s Activity
Checklist ..................   .  2 6
3. Descriptive Data on Mean Scores on the Mother’s
Activity Checklist ................................ 27
4. Pearson Correlations Between the Original MAC
Variables and Supplemental Questionnaires ...  3 3
5. Pearson Correlations Between the New MAC Factors
and Supplemental Questionnaires ................  35
6. Classification by Child Clinical Status ........ 42
7. Classification by Marital Clinical Status... ...  44
8. Classification by Maternal Depression ..........  46
v
Abstract
The present study attempted to extend the results 
obtained by Kelley and Carper (1988) regarding the 
psychometric properties of the Mother's Activity Checklist 
utilizing a larger, more heterogeneous sample of mothers. 
The MAC is a 100-item checklist of pleasant and unpleasant 
setting events which mothers frequently experience. A 
revised version of the MAC consisting of 4 5 items was 
developed utilizing factor analysis procedures. The 
revised version consists of four factors: Pleasant Events,
Unpleasant Events, Aversive Child Behavior, and Aversive 
Marital Events. Utilizing a sample of eight hundred and 
thirty-three mothers with children between the ages of 2 
and 12, both the original 100-item MAC and the 45-item MAC 
were found to be highly internally consistent. Both 
original and revised MAC scores also were found to be 
excellent discriminators between clinical and nonclinical 
mothers. Relationships were also examined between MAC 
scores and measures of maternal depression, child behavior 
problems, marital adjustment, and major life stressors. 
Pleasant events scores were most closely related to 
maternal depression and marital adjustment with unpleasant 
events scores being correlated with maternal depression, 
child behavior problems, marital adjustment and major life 
stressors. Results suggest that the 100-item and 45-item 
MAC are equivalent across statistical procedures. The
vi
revised
measure
version is therefore recommended as more efficient 
of maternal pleasant and unpleasant events.
Introduction
Applied behavior analysis has been frequently utilized 
to produce changes in targeted behaviors such as children's 
noncompliance. In general, immediate antecedents and 
consequences of behaviors, that is temporally proximate 
events, have been the primary focus of many applied 
behavior analysis interventions. However, antecedents and 
consequences that occur in a more complex fashion, (i.e., 
in a temporally distant fashion) may also significantly 
affect behavior. These events may be termed setting events 
and were first described by Kantor (1959) as complex events 
which precede and overlap subsequent stimulus-response 
relationships. Setting events may be composed of both an 
environmental event and the person's response to that event 
(Bijou & Baer, 1961) and are often idiographic, with 
different stimulus-response relationships being important 
for different individuals (Wahler & Fox, 1981).
Bijou and Baer (1978) describe setting events as 
defining the context in which an event occurs. They 
explain the function of setting events as influencing " an 
interactional sequence by altering the strengths and 
characteristics of the particular stimulus and response 
functions involved in an interaction (p. 26)” . Bijou and 
Baer identify a range of categories of different setting 
events which commonly affect interactions. These include 
physical or chemical events (i.e., temperature, noise-
1
2level, etc.)/ organismic or biological events (i.e., 
satiation/deprivation, behavior dispositions, physical 
diseases, etc.), and social or cultural events (i.e., 
cultural situations, instructions, attitudes, etc.). Bijou 
and Baer indicate that all three types of setting events 
may overlap simultaneously to affect interactions.
Although the concept of setting events has been 
present since the late 1950's, the field of behavior 
therapy had not specifically addressed this issue until a 
series of studies were conducted by Wahler and his 
associates beginning in the early 1980's. Wahler's studies 
began to explore the effects of maternal insularity on the 
efficacy of behavioral interventions with mothers and their 
children. Maternal insularity was defined by Wahler as a 
combination of low-income status and low rates of 
interpersonal contact between the mother and her community. 
In addition, contacts that these mothers did experience 
were characterized as aversive interactions overall.
Wahler first became interested in maternal insularity 
through a study specifically investigating the effects of 
low-income status on the efficacy of traditional parent- 
training programs (Wahler, Leske & Rogers, 1979). Results 
showed that those mothers who failed to benefit from 
treatment reported low rates of reinforcing extrafamilial 
contacts and characterized contacts that they did have as 
aversive overall.
3To further explore these findings, Wahler (1980) 
examined how insular mothers' behavior differed on days on 
which there was some type of reinforcing contact with 
friends (high friendship days) compared to days without 
such contact (low friendship days). Observational data 
collected in the home revealed that during baseline and 
follow-up phases of treatment, mothers' aversive behavior 
towards their children was significantly reduced on high 
friendship days. On days without contact with friends, 
both mothers' and children' behavior was significantly more 
aversive overall.
Wahler and Afton (1980) further added to the concept 
of insularity by examining the maintenance of treatment 
effects as well as changes in insular mothers' descriptions 
of their child's behavior following a parent-training 
program. Results indicated that although both insular and 
noninsular were equally effective in reducing their 
children's oppositional behavior during treatment, insular 
mothers failed to maintain these changes in follow-up. In 
addition, insular mothers continued to describe their 
children in negative and blaming styles despite observed 
improvements in the children's behavior.
Based on the findings of these studies, Wahler and Fox 
(1981) began to conceptualize maternal insularity as being 
best viewed as a setting event which significantly 
interacts with mothers1 ability to benefit from treatment.
4Wahler and Fox indicated that behavioral researchers had 
failed to consider the importance of such a concept despite 
the presence of the concept since 1959. In fact, the 
authors reviewed publications from the Journal of Applied 
Behavior Analysis and found very little reference to the 
concept of setting events at all. Research addressing this 
issue had focused on specific events such as the presence 
or absence of the experiment and not on more complex 
stimulus-response interactions. Wahler and Fox strongly 
urged the field of behavior analysis to broaden its 
perspective in regards to both the variables typically 
studied as well as the methods used to measure these 
variables. They recommended that more global concepts 
(such as insularity) should begin to be examined and that 
such concepts would best be measured through a range of 
techniques in addition to the traditional observational 
measurement techniques. Specifically, they recommended the 
inclusion of self-report data to examine a broader range of 
variables or setting events.
During the 1980's, researchers did begin to address 
more global issues and how they affected parents' abilities 
to benefit from traditional parent training procedures.
Some of the most frequently examined global setting events 
include maternal depression, marital distress, and 
socioeconomic disadvantage. Review of these findings
5reveals additional information about the impact of setting 
events on mother-child interactions.
Socioeconomic disadvantage has been frequently studied 
by many researchers although specific disadvantage 
variables measured differ widely. For example, 
socioeconomic disadvantage may be defined by a wide range 
of variables such as parental education, marital status, 
and socioeconomic status. Clark and Baker (198 3) found 
that sociodemographic disadvantage significantly affected 
parental proficiency and completion of a parent training 
program. More specifically, those parents classified as 
less proficient were found to be of lower socioeconomic 
status, and the primary parent had significantly lower 
levels of education, expected more difficulties and had 
less previous behavior-modification experience. Parents 
classified as failing to follow-through with treatment were 
found to be more likely to be single, of lower 
socioeconomic and educational status, and have less prior 
exposure and more problems in teaching the skills. The 
authors concluded that for families experiencing 
socioeconomic disadvantage, different treatment programs 
may be warranted for a more successful outcome.
Webster-Stratton (198 5) examined predictors of 
training outcome and found that a combination of 
socioeconomic disadvantage variables and negative life 
stress significantly predicted outcome. In general,
mothers who experienced high levels of disadvantage and 
life stress were more likely to fail to respond to 
training. However, the effects of life stress depended 
upon the outcome variables examined. On one treatment 
outcome criterion, mothers' reports of high levels of 
negative life experiences on the Life Experiences Survey 
significantly predicted treatment failure. On other 
criteria, mothers who responded to treatment reported 
greater amounts of negative life experiences, contrary to 
the researcher's expectations. However, responders also 
reported significantly more positive life experiences than 
nonresponders. Therefore, it appears necessary to assess 
not only variables which might limit maintenance, such as 
negative life experiences, but also variables which may 
help offset the detrimental effects, such as positive 
experiences.
Maternal depression also has been found to be related 
to the level of maternal participation such as completion 
of programs or involvement in follow-up phases. For 
example, in an examination of predictors of completion of a 
parent training program {Griest & Wells, 1983), it was 
found that depressed mothers were more likely to drop out 
of treatment than were nondepressed mothers. In addition, 
Griest, Forehand and Wells (1981) found that maternal 
depression was the best predictor of participation in 
follow-up assessment.
7Interestingly, maternal depression did not predict 
treatment failure in Webster-Stratton's (1985) study. This 
finding was contrary to Webster-Stratton's expectations and 
it was suggested that this might have been a result of the 
high correlation of depression with socioeconomic 
disadvantage and negative life stress.
Studies examining the effects of marital distress on 
parent training outcome have obtained mixed results (Brody 
& Forehand (1985); Dadds, Sanders & James, 1987a; Dadds, 
Schwartz, & Sanders, 1987b; Oltmanns, Broderick, & O'Leary, 
1977; Reisinger, Grangia & Hoffman, 1976). For example, no 
relationship was found between marital satisfaction and 
long-term treatment outcome by one study (Oltmanns et al.,
1977). However, Brody and Forehand (1985) criticized the 
Oltmanns et al. (1977) study for failing to include an 
independent assessment of child and parent behaviors. 
Therefore, Brody et al. (1985) utilized a multimethod 
assessment package including measures of self-reported 
marital adjustment as well as independent observations of 
parent-child interactions to address this issue. They 
found that parent training was equally effective for both 
maritally distressed and nondistressed groups. However, 
follow-up data were not presented to support maintenance of 
these changes.
Other researchers, however, have found that marital 
distress significantly affected treatment outcome.
8Reisinger et al. (197 6) found that treatment maintenance 
was directly related to marital satisfaction. In addition, 
several studies found that training maritally distressed 
parents in a combination of parent training and spouse 
support training produced immediate and long term changes 
equal to those of nondistressed parents (Dadds et a l ., 
1987a, 1987b). When offered only parent training, however, 
these families did not maintain treatment gains.
In summary, a wide range of studies have been 
conducted to examine major setting events such as 
socioeconomic disadvantage, maternal depression, and 
marital distress. However, researchers have failed to 
examine setting events which are more global than those 
targeted by observational data but still more specific than 
major setting events such as maternal depression. As a 
result, there exists a wide gap in our current 
understanding of the effects of setting events.
Review of measures available to researchers may 
provide a clue to the lack of research examining setting 
events. That is, while there are numerous measures 
available for major setting events, very few exist to 
measure minor setting events. For global variables such as 
maternal depression, major life stressors, and marital 
discord, commonly used measures include the Beck Depression 
Inventory {Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock & Erbaugh, 1961), 
the Life Experiences Survey (Saranson, Johnson, & Siegel,
91978), and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). 
Fewer measures exist which assess more molecular setting 
events. Without assessment devices to measure setting 
events, researchers will perhaps continue to overlook such 
vital variables. In addition, clinicians who attempt to 
apply traditional treatment approaches applied without 
addressing existing setting events may continue to 
experience difficulties in achieving maintenance or 
generalization of treatment effects. Without identifying 
which families have special training needs, valuable time 
and effort may be spent unnecessarily.
Specific measures which do exist to measure minor 
setting events include the Pleasant Events Schedule 
(Lewinsohn & Libet, 1972) and the Unpleasant Events 
Schedule (Lewinsohn, 1975). These two measures 
specifically examine a range of pleasant and unpleasant 
events. These measures were developed to explore the 
relationship between depression and the frequency of 
pleasant and unpleasant events. Research utilizing these 
measures has found that depressed subjects reported 
experiencing fewer and less enjoyable pleasant activities 
than nondepressed subjects (Lewinsohn & Libet, 1972) as 
well as more frequent and aversive unpleasant events 
(Lewinsohn 6 Amenson, 1978). Both measures, however, 
contain items which were generated by college students. As
10
a result both measures fall to address specific issues that 
mothers specifically encounter.
Only four measures have been developed in an attempt 
to measure setting events which mothers specifically 
experience on a regular basis. These include the Family 
Crises Checklist (Patterson, 1982), the Community 
Interaction Checklist (Wahler, Leske & Rogers, 1979), the 
Parenting Daily Hassles scale (Crnic & Greenberg, 1990) and 
the Mother's Activity Checklist (Kelley & Carper, 1988).
The Family Crises Checklist (Patterson, 1982) was 
developed to measure the frequency of mother's daily 
aversive interpersonal and non-interpersonal experiences. 
The checklist assesses a variety of experiences, however 
its use is severely limited as no psychometric data is 
available on this instrument. In addition, it fails to 
identify positive experiences which mothers may experience.
The Community Interaction Checklist (CIC, Wahler et 
al., 1979) measures daily extrafamilial contacts and is 
administered in interview format. It questions mothers 
about specific characteristics of daily interactions such 
as the identify of the contact person, who initiated the 
contact, the valence of the contact, as well as the total 
number of hours for which the parent had direct caretaking 
responsibilities for the child. Use of the CIC is also 
limited as it offers no psychometric data to support its 
use.
11
The Parenting Daily Hassles scale (Crnic & Greenberg, 
1990) was developed as part of a longitudinal study which 
examined the relationships between major life stress and 
minor parental daily hassles. This scale consists of 20 
items measuring unpleasant events which are rated based on 
the frequency of occurrence and the intensity of the event. 
No information was provided by the authors on the scale 
development or analysis of items. Reliability estimates 
provided for the frequency and intensity scales are 
satisfactory.
The Mother's Activity Checklist (MAC) was developed by 
Kelley and Carper (1988) to provide an researchers with a 
more useful measure of a range of maternal setting events. 
The MAC is a 100-item self-report instrument which was 
designed to measure frequently occurring pleasant and 
unpleasant events commonly experienced by mothers.
The MAC was empirically derived through a multi-step 
process. First, mothers of a range of socioeconomic status 
levels and racial groups participated in an item generation 
study which defined 152 initial items. Second, a new set 
of mothers with similar racial and SES distribution rated 
the frequency and valence of each of the 152 items. Items 
which were found to be neutral and/or of low frequency were 
eliminated. One hundred items were then selected based on 
corrected item-total correlations. Internal consistency 
for both pleasant and unpleasant event scales was high.
12
Third, mothers with children between the ages of 2 and 12 
were classified as either seeking clinical services for 
their child's behavior (clinical) or not seeking services 
(nonclinical). The MAC was found to reliably differentiate 
clinical mothers from nonclinical mothers. Fourth, 
preliminary construct validity data was obtained with the 
Beck Depression Inventory. BDI scores were found to be 
positively correlated with frequency of unpleasant events, 
and negatively correlated with frequency of pleasant events 
and valence of pleasant events.
To further examine the utility of the MAC, Carper 
(1988) investigated the relationship between the MAC, the 
cic, and direct observations of mother-child interactions. 
Seven mother-child dyads were observed in their homes and 
measures of the aversive and positive behavior demonstrated 
by both children and their mothers were obtained. Results 
indicated that the MAC was the best predictor of aversive 
mother behavior, although the CIC was the best predictor of 
aversive child behavior. The authors indicated that when 
either the MAC or the CIC was used to classify days as 
negative or positive, significantly more aversive mother 
and child behaviors occurred on negative days versus 
positive days.
In review, the MAC offers several advantages over the 
Family Crises Checklist, the Community Interaction 
Checklist, and the Parenting Hassles scale. The most
13
important advantage is the inclusion of psychometric data 
regarding scale development and the MAC'S reliability and 
validity. None of the alternative measures provide 
sufficient information on their psychometric properties to 
determine their reliability and validity. In comparison, 
preliminary data suggest that the MAC is internally 
consistent, is a good discriminator between mothers seeking 
services for their child's behavior problems, and has 
adequate construct validity with the BDI. In addition, the 
development of the MAC was based on data generated by 
actual mothers regarding frequent events that they consider 
to be pleasant or unpleasant. In contrast, items included 
on the FCC were generated by the test developers, not 
mothers and items may not necessarily be frequently 
occurring or relevant. Finally, the MAC also provides a 
more comprehensive method of identifying a wider range of 
both pleasant and unpleasant events, all of which may serve 
as setting events impacting upon the quality of parent- 
child relationship.
In summary, review of the setting event literature 
indicates that variables such as marital distress, maternal 
depression and major life stressors can adversely affect 
parent's abilities to benefit from behavioral intervention. 
There is growing support for more extensive examination of 
such variables in order to individualize treatment 
approaches to better meet the needs of parents. A wide
14
variety of measures currently exist to examine global 
setting events. However, fewer measures address more 
molecular setting events such as discrete events which 
mothers might experience.
The Mother's Activity Checklist is the only instrument 
available which measures a range of both pleasant and 
unpleasant events which mothers rate as occurring 
frequently. Preliminary psychometric data suggest that the 
MAC is a reliable and valid measure. However, at the 
present time, the MAC remains primarily a research 
instrument as further psychometric data with a larger, more 
heterogeneous population of mothers are needed to support 
its reliability. Descriptive data (i.e., means and 
standard deviations) are also needed in order to provide 
researchers with a means to interpret specific data on 
individual mothers.
In addition, although the MAC provides a comprehensive 
range of specific setting events, it requires a great deal 
of time for mothers to complete due to its length (100 
items). Reducing the number of items without compromising 
the psychometric integrity of the MAC would provide 
researchers with a more efficient measure of setting 
events.
As both minor and major setting events have been 
identified by researchers as significantly affecting the 
quality of mother-child relationships as well as the
15
efficacy of interventions designed to improve these 
relationships, examination of the relationships between 
minor and major setting events could provide additional 
information about the underlying variables which contribute 
to treatment failure.
Finally, additional information is needed regarding 
how well the MAC discriminates between distressed and 
nondistressed mothers. Preliminary evidence suggests that 
the MAC does discriminate between mothers seeking services 
for their behavior problem child and mothers without 
behavior problem children. Confirmation of these findings 
with a new sample of clinical mothers as well as 
examination of differences between maritally distressed and 
nondistressed mothers as well as depressed and nondepressed 
mothers would provide additional support for the MAC's use.
The present study attempted to address these needs by 
examining the following issues:
Purpose 1 . The reliability of the MAC was examined 
utilizing a larger, more heterogeneous population of 
mothers, in order to provide additional support for 
the internal consistency of the MAC.
Purpose 2 . It was examined whether an abbreviated 
version could be obtained, based on item analysis and 
factor analysis procedures, without compromising the 
psychometric integrity achieved with a longer form.
16
Purpose 3 . In order to provide a means of comparison 
for individual mother's MAC scores, descriptive data 
(i.e., means and standard deviations) for original and 
revised MAC scores were calculated utilizing a 
heterogeneous sample of mothers. Demographic 
differences between groups on MAC scores were also 
examined.
Purpose 4 . The relationships between the MAC and other 
commonly utilized measures of major setting events 
(including maternal depression, marital distress and 
major life events) were examined.
Purpose 5 . In order to provide further evidence for 
the MAC'S ability to discriminate clinically 
distressed mothers and nondistressed mothers, 
differences in means across mothers seeking services 
for their noncompliant child as well as marital 
distressed mothers and depressed mothers were 
examined. To further explore significant findings 
between distressed groups, rates of depression, 
marital discord, and child behavior problems were 
evaluated to determine whether differences existed 
between distressed mothers and nondistressed mothers 
on supplemental measures. The MAC'S ability to 
accurately classify mothers into distressed or 
nondistressed groups was also evaluated.
Method
Subjects
The sample consisted of 83 3 mothers with children 
between the ages of 2 and 12. Mothers were recruited from 
a wide variety of sources including pediatrician's offices, 
psychology outpatient clinics, child care centers, and 
private social service agencies. In addition, subjects 
were also recruited from undergraduate psychology classes. 
As seen in Table 1, the breakdown of racial groupings is 
representative of national percentages (U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, 1990} as are income groupings. The majority of 
subjects were white (81%) and married (76%) with income 
levels ranging from under $5,000 to over $50,000.
Measures
Demographic Questionnaire. A brief questionnaire was 
completed to obtain information on socioeconomic status, 
marital status, and other demographic characteristics.
Mother's Activity Checklist fMACl. The MAC is a 100- 
item checklist that assesses the frequency and intensity of 
pleasant and unpleasant events (Kelley & Carper, 1988).
The MAC consists of 50 pleasant and 50 unpleasant items 
which are rated whether the respondent experienced the 
event during a two week period. Frequency and valence 
ratings are obtained on both the pleasant items and the 
unpleasant items, yielding four subscores. (See Appendix 
A) •
17
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Table 1
Demographic Information
Variable n Percent National
Percent
Socioeconomic status
Level l 207 26
Level 2 198 25
Level 3 191 24
Level 4 202 25
Race
White 678 81 84
Black 136 16 12
Other 19 2 3
Income
$0.00 to 4,999 38 5 6
$5,000 to 9,999 40 5 11
$10,000 to 14,999 56 7 10
$15,000 to 24,999 131 16 19
$25,000 to 34,999 158 19 16
$35,000 to 49,000 160 19 17
$50,000 or above 224 27 21
19
Table 1 (cont.)
Variable n Percent
Marital status
Married 636 76
Divorced 84 10
Separated 44 5
Living with 20 2
Someone
Other 49 6
Maternal education
Less than high school 34 4
Completed high school 182 22
Some college 347 42
Completed college 197 23
Graduate/professional 71 9
training 
Distressed group
Child clinical 45 5
Marital Clinical 15 2
High Depression 42 5
20
Beck Depression Inventory. The BDI (Beck et al., 1961) 
is a 21-item self-report of depression which has 
demonstrated adequate reliability and validity data 
(Metcalfe & Goldman, 1965, Williams, Barlow, & Agras,
1972) .
Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS). The DAS (spanier,
1976) is a 32-item questionnaire which evaluates general 
marital satisfaction. Adequate internal consistency, 
criterion-related validity, and construct validity have 
been demonstrated.
Evberg Child Behavior Inventory. The Eyberg is a 
behavioral checklist consisting of 36 items representing 
common problems reported by parents. The Eyberg yields two 
scores: an Intensity Scale score and Problem Scale score.
The Eyberg has been found to discriminate between clinical 
and nonclinical families (Eyberg & Ross, 1978). Split- 
half correlations, test-retest correlations and internal 
consistency coefficients are satisfactory for both scales 
(Robinson, Eyberg, & Ross, 1980).
Life Experiences Survey (LES1. The LES (Saranson et 
al., 1978) is a self report scale measuring major life 
events which lists 47 stressors. Mothers were asked to 
indicate which events occurred during the last year, and 
the impact of each event based on a 7 point Likert scale 
ranging from extremely negative (-3) to extremely positive 
(+3). Four scores were obtained including 1) the number of
21
events endorsed as occurring, 2) a positive impact score or 
the sum of the positive weightings, 3} a negative impact 
score or sum of the negative weightings and 4) a total 
change score or the sum of the positive and negative 
weightings.
Reliability and validity on the LES are adequate. 
Test-retest reliabilities on the negative impact score have 
been shown to be satisfactory (£ = .88). In addition, 
significant correlations have been found with measures of 
depression, academic problems and state/trait anxiety. 
Procedure
All mothers who agreed to participate in the study 
were asked to complete a demographic questionnaire, the MAC 
and the Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory. Mothers who were 
seeking psychological services were asked to also complete 
the Beck Depression Inventory, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale, 
and the Life Experiences Survey. Mothers recruited from 
undergraduate psychology classes were also asked to 
complete the full set of questionnaires. Measures were 
presented in random order so as to control for order 
effects. Mothers were informed of the purpose of the 
present project and written consent for their participation 
was obtained.
Results
internal Structure of the MAC
The Internal consistencies of MAC frequency scores 
(pleasant and unpleasant) were determined using Cronbach's 
alpha. Reliabilities equalled .90 for both scores. Item- 
total correlations ranged from .19 to .61 for the frequency 
of pleasant events and .19 to .53 for the frequency of 
unpleasant events.
Items were then evaluated to determine whether they 
met the criteria for inclusion utilized by Kelley and 
Carper (1988). Criteria include a frequency of 2.0 for 
pleasant items and a frequency of 1.35 for unpleasant 
items. Four pleasant items (25, 37, 41, 47) and one 
unpleasant item (44) failed to meet this inclusion 
criterion. In addition, item valences were examined to 
determine whether they retained the valence direction from 
the original study. That is, pleasant items’ valences must 
have been greater than five and unpleasant items' valences 
less than three. One pleasant item (37) and four 
unpleasant items (26, 33, 44, 76) failed to meet this 
criterion. Corrected item-total correlations were then 
examined and 11 items were identified with correlations 
less than .30 (Items 4, 9, 10, 22, 2B, 29, 30, 32, 44, 64,
68). In summary, 18 items were identified as failing to 
meet inclusion criteria on one or more of the above 
categories and were eliminated from further analyses.
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A principal components factor analysis was then 
conducted with the remaining 82 items to determine the 
MAC'S factor structure. Using a varimax procedure, 10 
factors with eigenvalues greater than one were identified. 
Based on review of the eigenvalues and a scree test, it 
appeared that a four factor solution was the most 
appropriate factor structure. Using simple structure 
criteria, items with factor loadings less than .40 or which 
had high loadings on two factors were then eliminated (See 
Appendix B for a copy of the Revised Mother's Activity 
Checklist). The final factor structure contained 45 items 
and accounted for 3 6% of the variance. Appendix C presents 
the factor loadings for each item retained. Appendices D 
and E present information on the item-total correlations, 
means and standard deviations for each item included on the 
original and new measure.
Review of the content of items for each factor 
indicated that Factor 1 measured pleasant events (e.g.,
#77, Having a good conversation; #38, Spending time with 
friends). Factor 2 assessed negative child behavior (e.g. 
#69, Having my child disobey me; #61, Having my child not 
cooperate with something s/he has to d o). Factor 3 
measured aversive marital events (e.g., #96, Being 
criticized or nagged by my spouse; #99, Being taken for 
granted by my spouse). Items associated with Factor 4 
reflected unpleasant events (e.g., #94, Having too much to
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do; #34, Being late or having to rush). Therefore the 
factors were named: Pleasant Events, Aversive Child
Behavior, Aversive Marital Events and Unpleasant Events.
Reliability estimates were then computed for the four 
new MAC factors. Because each factor had significantly 
fewer items than the original variables (which consisted of 
50 items), reliability estimates were somewhat lower but 
still high for factor scores. Alphas ranged from a high of 
.86 on the Pleasant Events factor (24 items, item-total 
correlations ranged from .33 to .61) to a low of .71 for 
the Unpleasant Events factor (8 items, item-total 
correlations ranged from .32 to .52). The Aversive Child 
Behavior factor consisted of 7 items and had a reliability 
of .81 (item-total correlation ranged from .45 to .68).
The Aversive Marital Events factor consisted of 6 items 
with a reliability of .81 (item-total correlation ranged 
from .44 to .67).
In summary, a principal components factor analysis 
identified four factors which together consisted of 45 
items from the original list of 100 items. Internal 
consistency estimates computed on each factor revealed 
relatively high reliabilities.
Descriptive Information on the MAC
A goal of the present study was to obtain information 
on MAC scores across a wide cross-section of the 
population. Descriptive information (i.e., means and
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standard deviations) for the four original and four new MAC 
scores is presented in Table 2. Table 3 presents 
descriptive data on MAC scores based on mean scores (i.e., 
total score divided by the number of items for each 
variable).
Demographic Differences
Univariate analyses of variance were conducted to 
examine whether there were significant differences among 
demographic groups' scores for both the MAC original scores 
and new factors.
Ratings of socioeconomic status were computed for each 
subject based on Hollingshead's two factor theory 
(Hollingshead & Redlich, 1956), which utilizes parental 
level of education and occupational status. As this yields 
scores on a continuum, SES ratings were grouped into 
quartiles to facilitate analyses. For the original MAC 
scores, univariate analyses of variance revealed that only 
the valence of pleasant events had a significant main 
effect CE(3, 794) * 7.05, p < .0001]. Post hoc comparisons 
using Scheffe's procedure revealed that mothers in the 
lowest SES group rated pleasant events as less enjoyable 
than those mothers in the two highest groups (See Appendix 
F for means). No differences between SES groups on the new 
factors were identified.
Table 2
Descriptive Data on Mother's Activity Checklist
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Variable M
Original MAC Scores
Frequency of Pleasant Events 137.48 24 .07
Frequency of Unpleasant Events 103.09 21.55
Valence of Pleasant Events 242.39 43 .29
Valence of Unpleasant Events 75.83 25,51
New MAC Factors
Pleasant Events 70. 94 12 . 59
Aversive Child Behavior 18.60 5.78
Aversive Marital Events 12 . 38 4 . 63
Unpleasant Events 20. 06 5. 10
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Table 3
Descriptive Data on Mean Scores on the Mother’s Activity
Checklist
Variable H M
Original MAC Scores
Frequency of Pleasant Events 50 2.74 .48
Frequency of Unpleasant Events 50 2.06 .43
Valence of Pleasant Events 50 4.84 .86
Valence of Unpleasant Events 50 1.51 .51
New MAC Factors
Pleasant Events 24 2.95 .52
Aversive Child Behavior 7 2.65 .82
Aversive Marital Events 6 2.06 .77
Unpleasant Events 8 2.50 .63
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To further explore the limited differences in MAC 
scores for socioeconomic status, maternal occupation and 
education were separately analyzed. For maternal 
occupation, a significant effect was found only for the 
valence of unpleasant events [£(8, 638) = 2.79, p < .005], 
However, significant differences between groups were not 
identified with a Scheffe's post hoc comparison of means.
Significant differences were found for both original 
and new MAC scores across the five maternal education 
levels. For original scores, mothers with a less than high 
school education rated unpleasant events as occurring more 
frequently than mothers with a high school degree or a 
professional degree [E(4, 823) *= 3.47, p <.008] and rated 
pleasant events as less enjoyable than all other mothers 
[£(4‘, 823) = 6.31, p < .0001]. Mothers who had less than a 
high school degree rated unpleasant events as more aversive 
than mothers with a high school education [£{4, 82 3) «=
5.11, p < .0005]. While a significant main effect was 
found for the frequency of pleasant events [£(4, 823) = 
2.68, p < .03], no differences in mean scores were found 
using a Scheffe's post hoc comparison (See Appendix G for 
means). For new factors, mothers with some high school 
rated unpleasant events as occurring more frequently [E(4, 
823) = 2.85, p < .02] than mothers with a high school 
degree. Mothers with some high school rated more frequent 
aversive child behaviors than mothers with a high school
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degree, some college or graduate training [£(4, 823) *
4.54, p < .001] (See Appendix H for means).
Analyses of variance across the seven income levels 
for the original MAC variables indicated that only the 
frequency of pleasant events [£(6, 800) = 4.00, p < .0006] 
and valence of pleasant events [£(6, 800) = 13.09, p < 
.0001] had significant main effects. Subsequent Scheffe's 
post-hoc comparisons revealed that significant differences 
occurred only for the valence of pleasant events. Mothers 
in the lowest income level ($0 to $4,999) rated pleasant 
events as less enjoyable than mothers from the three 
highest income levels ($25,000 to over $75,000). Mothers 
of the second and third lowest income levels ($5,000 to 
$14,999) rated lower pleasant valences than those of the 
highest two income levels ($35,000 to over $75,000) (See 
Appendix I for means). For the new factors, a significant 
main effect for income was found only for the Aversive 
Marital Events factor [E(6, 628) = 2.97, p < .007].
Mothers with incomes between $15,000 and $24,999 reported 
more frequent aversive marital events than mothers with 
incomes between $3 5,000 and $50,000 (See Appendix J for 
means).
Significant differences were found for both original 
and new MAC scores between black and white mothers. For 
the original scores, analyses of variance revealed 
significant main effects for the frequency of unpleasant
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events [£(1, 8X2) * 5.84, £ < .02) and valence of pleasant 
events [£(1, 812) - 11.65, p < .0007). Comparison of means 
reveals that black mothers rated unpleasant events as 
occurring less frequently and pleasant events as being less 
enjoyable {See Appendix K for means). For the new factors, 
analyses of variance revealed significant main effects for 
the Pleasant Events factor [£(1, 812) - 13.52, p < .0003], 
the Unpleasant Events factor [£(1, 812) - 4.23, p < .04], 
and the Aversive Child Behavior factor [£{1, 812) * 8.04, p 
< .004). Black mothers rated unpleasant events and 
aversive child behavior as occurring less frequently than 
white mothers, while rating pleasant events as occurring 
more frequently (See Appendix L for means).
Univariate analyses of variance across the five 
marital status groups revealed significant main effects for 
all four original MAC variables: the frequency of pleasant
events [£(4, 828) = 16.36, p < .0001], the frequency of 
unpleasant events [E(4, 828) = 11.17, p < .0001], the 
valence of pleasant events [£(4, 828) = 27.01, p < .0001], 
and the valence of unpleasant events [£(4, 828) * 2.86, p < 
.02]. Subsequent Scheffe's post hoc comparison of means 
revealed that mothers who were single, divorced, or 
separated rated pleasant events as occurring less 
frequently and being less enjoyable than mothers who were 
married or living with a boyfriend. Single, divorced, or 
separated mothers also rated unpleasant events as occurring
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less frequently than married mothers (See Appendix M for 
means). For the new factors, a significant difference was 
noted only for the Pleasant Events Factor [£(4, 828) «
2.44, p < .04). No differences between groups were noted 
using a Scheffe's post hoc comparison.
In summary, comparison of scores on original MAC 
scores across demographic variables yielded significant 
differences in scores on original MAC scores across several 
groups. More specifically, the valence of pleasant events 
was the only score identified as significantly different 
across SES groups, maternal education, income levels, 
racial groups, and marital status, while no differences 
across groups were found for the valence of unpleasant 
events. The frequency of unpleasant events was 
significantly different across race, maternal education and 
marital status, while the frequency of pleasant events was 
different only for marital status. Comparison of 
demographic groups' scores on the new factors indicates 
that significant differences were found between racial and 
income groups and between maternal education levels. 
Construct Validity
Pearson product moment correlations were conducted to 
explore relationships between the MAC (a measure of 
molecular setting events) and the BDI, the Eyberg Intensity 
and Problems scores, the DAS, and the LES (measures of 
global setting events). Correlations were computed to
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examine both the MAC'S convergent validity properties 
(relationships with measures of similar constructs) and 
discriminant validity properties (relationships with 
measures of dissimilar constructs).
Original MAC scores. Correlations between the 
original MAC scores and the supplemental measures are shown 
in Table 4. As correlations with supplemental measures 
were similar overall for both the frequency and valence of 
pleasant events scores, they will be discussed together. 
Both scores were inversely related to maternal depression 
(BDI) and ratings of the impact of negative major life 
events (LES3), and directly related to marital adjustment 
(DAS). Small but significant correlations were observed 
with the impact of positive major life events (LES2). The 
previous correlations provide moderate support for the 
MAC'S convergent validity. Low correlations were found 
with measures of aversive child behavior (El and E2), the 
number major life stressors (LESi) and the total impact of 
the stressors (LES4) suggesting the original pleasant MAC 
scores may demonstrate discriminant validity.
For the frequency of unpleasant events, support was 
found for convergent validity by significant correlations 
with all supplemental questionnaires which measured 
aversive events. The frequency of unpleasant events was 
most closely related to child behavior problems (El, £ = 
.49). In addition, it was negatively correlated with
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Table 4
Pearson Correlations Between the Original M A C  Variables and 
Supplemental Measures
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. FPOS - .65 
* *
.15 
* *
.21 
* *
-.34
4c 4c
-.14 
* *
-.19
* m
.39 
* +
-.08 .15 
* *
-.21 
* *
-.07
2. VPOS - -.00 .15 
* *
-.37 
* +
-.15
+ 4f
-.11
*
.35 
* ♦
-.13 .14 -.28 
* *
-.13
3. FNEG - .40
* *
.37 
♦ *
.49
4i *
.37 
* *
-.30
Jfc 4c
.28 
* *
.03 .33 
* *
.28 
* +
4. VNEG - -.(Ml .11
*
.05 -.10 .06 .09 .03 .03
5. BDI - .28 
* *
.26 
* *
-.45 
♦ ♦
.35 
* *
-.08 .53
* *
.37 
* *
6. E l - .66 
+ *
-.20 
+ *
.20
*
.01 .26 
* *
.22 
* +
7. E2 - -.21 
* *
.14 -.03 .21 
* *
.15
*
8. D A S - -.31 
* +
.04 -.44 
* +
-.32
4 4s
9. LES1 - .53 
+ *
.75 
* +
.93
* 41
10. LES2 - -.01 .60 
if *
11. LES3 .78
+ 4*
12. LES4 -
Note: *p < .0031. **p<.(HK)l
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marital adjustment (DAS) and positively correlated with all 
supplemental measures other than the LES positive 
changescore (LES2). The lack of correlation with the LES 
positive change score suggests discriminant validity.
The only statistically significant correlation for the 
valence of unpleasant events was with Eyberg Intensity 
scores (El, £ = .11, pc.ooi), which is still very low. 
Convergent and discriminant validity are not supported for 
the valence of unpleasant events.
New factors. Table 5 presents correlations for the 
new factors. Convergent validity for the Aversive Marital 
Events factor was most clearly demonstrated by substantial 
correlations with marital adjustment (DAS scores, £ = - 
.66). The Aversive Marital Events factor also was directly 
related to maternal depression (BDI), child behavior 
problems (El and E2), the number of life events (LES1), the 
negative effect of life events (LES3), and the total effect 
of life events (LES4). Little correlation was found with 
the LES positive change score (LES2).
The Aversive Child Behavior factor also demonstrated 
high convergent validity. High correlations were found 
with both Eyberg scores (El, £ = .60; E2, £ = .42). Modest 
correlations were seen with the negative impact of life 
experiences (LES3) and maternal depression (BDI) as well. 
Low correlations were identified with marital adjustment
35
Table 5
Pearson Correlations Between the N ew  M AC Factors and 
Supplemental Measures
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Pleas .05 .03 .03 -.29 
* *
-.15 
* *
-.19 
* *
.25 
* *
.01 .18 
* *
-.10 .03
2. Unpl - .34
**
.33 
* ♦
.36 .27 
* *
.22 
* *
-.18 
* *
.24 
* +
.04 .30 
* *
.26 
* *
3. Mar - .37 
* *
.37 
* *
.29 
* *
.25 
* *
-.66 
* *
.30 
* *
.01 .36 
+ *
.28 
+ *
4. Child - .25 
* *
.60 
* *
.42 
* *
-.14 .16
*
-.01 .21 
* *
.16 
* +
5. BDI - .28 
+ *
.26 
* *
-.45 
+ *
.35 
* *
-.08 .53 
+ *
.37 
* *
6. El - .66 
* *
-.20 
* +
.20 
* 4-
.01 .26 
* *
.22 
* *
7. E2 - -.21 
* *
.14 -.03 .21 .15
*
S. D A S - -.31 
* *
.04 -.44 
* +
-.32 
* *
9. LES1 - .53 
♦ *
.75 
+ *
.93 
* *
10. LES2 - -.01 .60 
* *
11. LES3 .78 
* *
12. LES4 -
Note: *p < .0031. **p<.0001
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(DAS), the number of major life experiences (LESi), the 
positive impact of life experiences (LES2), and the total 
impact of life experiences (LES4) suggesting discriminant 
validity.
The Pleasant Events factor was inversely related to 
depression and directly related to marital adjustment. 
Modest correlations were found with the Life Events 
Survey's positive change score (LES2). However, this was 
the highest correlation found between LES2 and any other 
measure besides LES subscores. Low correlations were 
identified for those supplemental questionnaires which 
measured aversive events, such as Eyberg scores, and LES 
scores other than the positive change score. These low 
correlations suggest discriminant validity.
For the Unpleasant Events factor, highest correlations 
were found with depression and the negative impact of life 
experiences. The factor was also directly related to child 
behavior problems (Eyberg), and Life Event Survey scores 
(other than the positive impact score) while negatively 
related to marital adjustment (DAS). The presence of 
significant correlations with measures of aversive events 
and lack of correlation with a measure of the impact of 
positive events (LES2) suggests convergent and discriminant 
validity.
In summary, results suggest that both the original and 
new MAC scores and factors demonstrate construct validity.
Support is most clearly seen for the new MAC factors due 
higher correlations with measures of marital and child 
behaviors. Convergent validity estimates for pleasant 
events scores for both original and new MAC are similar 
overall. That is, for both the new and original pleasant 
events factors, the highest correlations were found with 
depression and marital adjustment. Modest correlations 
were also found with the LES positive change score (LES2) 
For the original and new frequency of unpleasant events 
scales, all correlations were virtually identical, other 
than those for child behavior and marital adjustment 
variables.
Effects of Clinical Status on MAC Scores
Univariate analyses of variance were utilized to 
examine how well the MAC scores differentiated between 
clinical and nonclinical status. Two separate types of 
clinical status were measured: child clinical status and
marital clinical status. In order to qualify for child 
clinical status, the mother must have been seeking 
treatment for the child and rated her child within the 
clinical ranges on both Eyberg scales (Robinson et al., 
1980). For marital clinical status, the mother must have 
been seeking treatment for marital problems and have 
clinically significant DAS scores. Appendices N and O 
present means across clinical status.
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Clinical Status. For original MAC scores, analyses of 
variance revealed that the frequency of unpleasant events 
[Ed, 569) ■= 62.69, p < .0001], the valence of pleasant 
events [£(1, 569) = 9.78, p < .002], and the frequency of 
pleasant events [E(l, 569) = 5.48, p < .02] all 
demonstrated significant main effects for child clinical 
status. For marital clinical status, main effects were 
found for the frequency of pleasant events [£(1, 141) * 
24.46, p < .0001], and the valence of pleasant events [£{1, 
141) = 8.93, p < .003]. Post hoc comparison of means 
revealed that for both child and marital clinical status 
groups, pleasant events were rated as occurring less 
frequently and as less pleasant than nonclinical mothers. 
However, mothers in the child clinical status group also 
rated unpleasant events as occurring more frequently than 
nonclinical mothers.
For the new factors, analyses of variance indicated 
main effects for all four factors for child clinical 
status. The Aversive Child Behavior factor [£(1, 569} = 
97.88, p < .0001] demonstrated the strongest effect, 
followed by the Unpleasant Events factor [£(1, 569) =
20.12, p < .0001], the Pleasant Events factor [£(1, 569) =
6.12, p < .01], and the Aversive Marital Events factor 
[£(1, 448) = 4.71, p < .03]. For the marital clinical 
group, analyses of variance indicated that the Aversive 
Marital Events factor [£{1, 136) = 22.21, p < .0001] and
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the Pleasant Events factor [£(1, 141) = 15.16, e  < .0002] 
had significant main effects. Comparison of means 
indicated that for both the child and marital clinical 
groups, the frequency of aversive marital events was higher 
and pleasant events was lower than for nondistressed 
mothers. In addition, those mothers from the child 
clinical group also rated the frequency of unpleasant 
events and aversive child behavior as higher than for the 
nonclinical group.
Depression. Additional analyses of variance were 
conducted to examine whether the MAC scores were able to 
differentiate between depressed mothers and nondepressed 
mothers. Subjects were classified into high depression 
(BDI score of over 19) and low depression groups (BDI score 
of 9 or less). Appendices S and T present means for 
depression groups.
On original variables, analyses of variance indicated 
significant main effects for the valence of pleasant events 
[E(l, 405) = 49.98, e  < .0001], the frequency of unpleasant 
events [£(1, 405) = 4 3.15, e  < .0001], and the frequency of 
pleasant events [£(1, 405) = 31.04, e  < .0001]. Comparison 
of means reveals that highly depressed mothers endorsed 
experiencing fewer pleasant events and more unpleasant 
events, with pleasant events being rated less enjoyable.
For the new factors, analyses of variance indicated 
significant main effects for level of depression on the
40
Unpleasant Events factor [£(1, 405) * 37.74, p < ,0001], 
the Aversive Marital Events factor [£(1, 312) - 33.36, p < 
.0001], the Pleasant Events factor [£(1, 405) * 18.22, p < 
.0001] and the Aversive Child Behavior factor [£(1, 405) = 
17.69, p < .0001]. Depressed mothers indicated that they 
experienced fewer pleasant events and more unpleasant 
events, more aversive marital events and more aversive 
child behavior than nondepressed mothers.
To further explore these findings, univariate analyses 
of variance were performed to examine whether significantly 
higher child behavior problems, marital distress, or 
maternal depression was indicated in the three distressed 
groups based on supplemental measures (i.e., Eyberg, DAS, 
BDI) .
Higher rates of perceived child behavior problems were 
found for depressed mothers [El, £(1, 405) = 28.53, p < 
.0001; E2, £(1, 405) = 20.84, p < .0001] compared to 
nondepressed mothers. Marital clinical mothers rated only
the Eyberg problem score [£(l, 141) = 5.18, p < .02] as
higher than nonclinical mothers.
Significantly more marital distress was identified for 
depressed mothers [£(1, 270) = 46.87, p < .0001] when 
compared to nondepressed mothers, however, no differences 
between child clinical and nonclinical mothers were found.
Both child clinical [£(1, 371) = 10.95, p < .001] and
marital clinical mothers [£{1, 141) = 42.69, p < .0001]
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were found to have significantly higher BDI scores than did 
nonclinical mothers.
Discriminant Analyses
To provide additional information on how well the MAC 
scores classified subjects into clinical and nonclinical 
groups, discriminant analyses were conducted for both child 
clinical and marital clinical status using MAC scores. in 
addition, analyses were conducted upon high and low 
maternal depression groups to determine how well scores 
classified depressed and nondepressed mothers.
Child Clinical Status. A stepwise discriminant 
analysis was performed to determine how accurate the 
original MAC variables were in classifying subjects by 
child clinical status. The frequency of unpleasant events, 
frequency of pleasant events, and the valence of unpleasant 
events together correctly classified 79% of the 
classification of subjects by child clinical status 
(Wilks's =.60, p < .0001). When examining the new MAC 
factors using a stepwise discriminant analysis, the 
Aversive Child Behavior factor, the unpleasant Events 
factor, and the Pleasant Events factor together were able 
to correctly classify child clinical membership 79% of the 
time (Wilks's = .60, p < .0001). Table 6 presents the 
classification matrices for child clinical status.
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Table 6
Classification bv Child Clinical Status
Original Variables
Group n Predicted Group Membership
1 2
34 11
Child Clinical 45 76% 24%
8 37
Child Nonclinical 45 18% 82%
Percent of "Grouped " Cases Correctly Classified: 79%
New Factors
Group n Predicted Group Membership
1 2
32 13
Child Clinical 45 71% 29%
6 39
Child Nonclinical 45 13% 87%
Percent of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified: 79%
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Direct discriminant analyses were conducted on each of 
the additional questionnaires with child clinical status to 
compare classification rates with those found with MAC 
scores. No other questionnaire was able to accurately 
predict child clinical status.
Marital Clinical Status. A stepwise discriminant 
analysis was then performed to determine how accurate the 
original MAC variables were in classifying subjects based 
on marital clinical status. The frequency of pleasant 
events, the valence of unpleasant events, and the frequency 
of unpleasant events together correctly classified 93% of 
the subjects (Wilks's = .39, p < .0001). For the new MAC 
factors, the Pleasant Events and the Aversive Marital 
Events factors together accurately classified 88% of 
subjects (Wilks's =.49, g < .0003). Table 7 presents the 
classification matrices for marital clinical status.
Direct discriminant analyses were conducted on each of 
the additional questionnaires. All supplemental 
questionnaires other than the LES positive change score and 
the Eyberg Intensity score were able to significantly 
classify subjects by marital clinical status. Accuracy 
rates ranged from 77% (LES3 - negative change score) to 65% 
(LES1 - total number of events).
Depression. A final set of discriminant analysis 
procedures were performed to examine how accurately MAC
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Table 7
Classification bv Marital Clinical Status
Original Variables
Group n Predicted Group Membership
1 2
Marital Clinical 15
15
100%
0
0%
Marital Nonclinical 15
2
13%
13
87%
Percent of "Grouped " Cases Correctly Classified: 93%
New Factors
Group n Predicted Group Membership
1 2
Marital clinical 11
10
91%
1
9%
Marital Nonclinical 15
2
13%
13
87%
Percent of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified: 88%
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scores classified subjects by level of depression. High 
and low depression groups discussed earlier in the analyses 
of variance were utilized.
For original MAC scores, a stepwise procedure revealed 
that the frequency of unpleasant events, the valence of 
pleasant events, and the valence of unpleasant events 
combined to accurately classify 90% of the subjects 
(Wilks's = .43, p < .0001). For the new MAC factors, the 
Aversive Marital Events, Unpleasant Events, Pleasant Events 
and Aversive Child Behavior factors combined to accurately 
classify 88% of the subjects into high or low depression 
groups using a stepwise procedure (Wilks's = .49, p < 
.0001). Table 8 presents the classification matrices for 
maternal depression.
Direct discriminant analyses were also conducted on 
each of the supplemental questionnaires. Accuracy rates 
ranged from 80% for the DAS to 69% for the Life Events 
Survey total impact score (LES4) and the Life Events Survey 
number of life events (LESl).
In summary, both original scores and new factors 
classified subjects at least a 79% accuracy rate across all 
three discriminant analyses procedures (clinical child, 
clinical marital, and maternal depression). Both also 
classified subjects more accurately than all other 
supplemental questionnaires except those upon which group 
classification was dependent.
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Table 8
Classification bv Maternal Depression
Original variables
Group n Predicted Group Membership
1 2
39 3
High Depression 42 93% 7%
5 37
Low Depression 42 12% 88%
Percent of "Grouped " Cases Correctly Classified: 90%
New Factors
Group n Predicted Group Membership
1 2
31 2
High Depression 33 94% 6%
5 19
Low Depression 24 21% 79%
Percent of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified: 88%
Discussion
Setting events have been identified as important 
variables which affect not only mother-child interactions 
but also behavioral interventions designed to improve these 
interactions. The Mother's Activity Checklist was 
developed by Kelley and Carper (1988) to provide 
researchers with a measure other than the Family Crises 
Checklist, the Community Interaction Checklist, or the 
Parenting Daily Hassles scale to assess maternal setting 
events. Preliminary psychometric data obtained by Kelley 
and Carper (1988) suggested that the MAC was a potentially 
useful scale which might provide additional data to the 
clinician about a range of ongoing setting events which 
might impede treatment effects and/or the generalizability 
of such effects.
The present study's overall purpose was to provide 
additional support for the use of the MAC through 
examination of the MAC's psychometric properties with a 
larger, more heterogeneous sample of mothers as well as 
with additional clinical subgroups. One particular goal 
was to examine the internal consistency of the MAC based on 
this more heterogeneous sample of mothers. Results 
obtained suggest that the MAC is a highly internal 
consistent measure, supporting findings by Kelley and 
Carper (1988).
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Another goal of the present study was to provide a 
shorter measure of pleasant and unpleasant events without 
sacrificing the psychometric integrity of the original MAC. 
Utilizing item analysis and factor analysis procedures, a 
revised version of the MAC was developed. The revised 
version consists of 4 5 items which were grouped into four 
factors: Pleasant Events, Aversive Child Behavior,
Aversive Marital Events and Unpleasant Events.
Examination of the reliability of the revised version 
reveals that all factors are internally consistent.
In order to provide researchers with a specific means 
to compare individual's MAC scores, descriptive information 
is provided for both original and new MAC scores. MAC 
scores were also analyzed to examine whether specific 
differences existed between demographic groups. Univariate 
analyses indicated that, for original MAC scores, 
differences were found across SES groups, maternal 
education, income levels, racial groups, and marital 
status. For the new factors, differences were found only 
between racial groups and between levels of maternal 
education. These results suggest that the new MAC might be 
a more clinically useful measure. That is, as the MAC was 
developed to provide clinicians a means to examine specific 
setting events which might affect clinical intervention, 
having fewer differences across demographic groups may 
allow scores to be interpreted more clearly.
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Relationships between the MAC and commonly utilized 
measures of major setting events (BDI, Eyberg, DAS, LES) 
also were examined. Results indicate that relationships 
between supplemental measures and the new MAC (on the 
pleasant and unpleasant events scales) are very similar to 
those achieved with the original MAC. This supports the 
use of the new MAC as no information appears to be 
sacrificed through the use of a shortened version. In 
addition, the new MAC marital and child factors were highly 
related to measures of marital adjustment and child 
behavior problems suggesting that the new MAC offers 
information beyond that which was easily available with the 
longer version.
Examination of specific relationships with 
supplemental measures for the pleasant and unpleasant 
events scores provides clues to the underlying variables 
that each factor measures. Review of correlations 
indicates that both the frequency and valence of pleasant 
events scores were most closely associated with maternal 
depression supporting similar findings obtained by Bouman 
and Lutejin (1986) in their research examining the Pleasant 
Events Schedule. Pleasant events in the present study were 
also significantly correlated with marital adjustment. 
Although no other research has specifically examined this 
relationship, Wahler's (1986) findings that the quality of 
mothers' interpersonal relationships can affect subsequent
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interactions with her child provide support for the 
hypothesis that these same relationships could affect 
marital adjustment as well.
Review of relationships found with the frequency of 
unpleasant events also indicate that highest correlations 
were found with maternal depression, while the valence of 
unpleasant events was not correlated with any measures 
presented in the present study. Results support those 
found with the Unpleasant Events Schedule (Wierzbicki & 
Rexford, 1989), That is, while frequency scores on the 
Unpleasant Events Schedule were associated with maternal 
depression, valence scores were not. Valence scores on the 
Unpleasant Events Schedule were, however, very correlated 
for clinically depressed mothers with measures of cognitive 
variables such as the Automatic Thoughts Questionnaire and 
the Dysfunctional Attitude Scale. This suggests that lack 
of significance found in the present study for the valence 
of unpleasant events was perhaps due to lack of inclusion 
of cognitive measures, not due to lack of importance of the 
valence scale. Therefore, the valence of unpleasant events 
scores may provide meaningful information regarding 
mothers' cognitions about the aversiveness of specific 
setting events.
Further review of the relationships between 
supplemental measures and the pleasant and unpleasant 
events scales suggest that although moderate correlations
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were found with measures of major setting events for both 
the pleasant and the unpleasant events scales, both scales 
appear capture information beyond that which is measured by 
the BDI, the DAS or the LES. That is, no one measure 
emerged as being highly intercorrelated with pleasant 
events or unpleasant events. As the original purpose for 
the development of the MAC was to provide researchers with 
a means to obtain information not easily obtained by 
existing measures of setting events, these results suggest 
the MAC does, in fact, meet this need.
Differences in MAC scores between distressed and 
nondistressed mothers suggest that both the original and 
new MAC score were excellent discriminators of clinical 
status and levels of maternal depression. These findings 
were also supported by discriminant analyses which revealed 
that the original scores and the new factors were highly 
accurate in classifying mothers by distressed groups. In 
fact, classification accuracy rates of at least 79 percent 
were indicated across clinical status and depression 
groups. In addition, classification rates were more 
accurate than all supplemental measures completed by 
mothers,
Comparison of means reveals that child clinical, 
marital clinical and depressed mothers all indicated that 
they experienced significantly fewer pleasant events (on 
both the new and original scales) and more freguent
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aversive marital events (on the new scale) than did 
nondistressed mothers. All three distressed groups 
indicated that they experienced pleasant events as less 
enjoyable overall (on the original valence of pleasant 
events scale). Both child clinical mothers and depressed 
mothers indicated they experienced more unpleasant events 
(on both the new and original scales) and more aversive 
child behavior (on the new scale) than did nondistressed 
mothers.
Differences found in the present study between 
depressed and nondepressed mothers are consistent with 
previous findings. Lewinsohn (Lewinsohn, 1975; Lewinsohn & 
Amenson, 1978; Lewinsohn & Libet, 1972), for example, found 
that depressed subjects rated pleasant events as occurring 
less frequently and as being less enjoyable, while rating 
unpleasant events as occurring more frequently.
These differences may be explained by a number of 
possible hypotheses. One hypothesis is that distressed 
mothers may in fact be experiencing reductions in rates of 
pleasant events and increases in unpleasant events, 
aversive marital interactions, and aversive child behavior. 
An alternative hypothesis is that distressed mothers' 
perceptions of pleasant and unpleasant events may be 
specifically altered in a negative direction. Given 
observed decreases in distressed mothers' ratings on the 
valence of pleasant events and higher levels of depression
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indicated for both child and marital clinical mothers, 
there appears to be some support for the second hypothesis.
A third hypothesis is that a more complex process may 
be occurring. That is, perhaps actual increases in 
unpleasant events are caused by (or cause) child behavior 
problems and marital distress which later distorts maternal 
perceptions of pleasant and unpleasant events. This 
hypothesis would be consistent with Wahler and Afton's 
(1980) findings that insular mothers (mothers who report 
low frequencies of pleasant interactions and who classified 
as low income) failed to alter their negative perceptions 
of their children's behavior at the conclusion of parent 
training. Changes failed to occur even when parent 
training was equally effective for insular and noninsular 
mothers in reducing children's noncompliant behavior.
A fourth hypothesis is that maternal depression is a 
underlying critical variable which may possibly explain 
differences in rates of pleasant and unpleasant events as 
well as changes in the enjoyability of such events. A 
followup study which compared depressed and nondepressed 
mothers seeking services for their children's behavior and 
marital distress would assist in providing information 
about the role of depression. Specific conclusions about 
which hypothesis might be most accurate cannot be made from 
the present study.
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Comparison of the psychometric properties of the 
original MAC scores and the new MAC scores indicates that 
the new factors appear to be as good or better across all 
analyses. The revised MAC also provides specific 
information about rates of aversive child and marital 
events not easily obtained by the original MAC.
Considering that the original measure consists of 100 
items, the revised MAC (which consists of 4 5 items) might 
well be easier to use and be more attractive to 
researchers. The revised MAC would take less time to 
complete, be less expensive, easier to score, and might 
reduce the amount of error that a longer scale could 
produce.
The present study has several limitations, however. 
Although the current results provide support that the MAC 
may be a useful measure for research purposes, additional 
studies need to be conducted before it can be concluded 
that the MAC is a reliable and valid instrument for use by 
clinicians. Findings provide only preliminary evidence 
that the MAC may be useful as a clinical tool.
More specifically, the current results should be 
replicated to assure that the findings were not spurious. 
This includes conducting a confirmatory factor analysis to 
verify the current factor structure as well as a follow-up 
discriminant analysis to verify classification accuracy 
rates. In addition, despite efforts to obtain a
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heterogeneous sample of mothers, the present results are 
largely based on a sample of mothers affiliated with a 
university and may not be equivalent to results obtained 
with a different sample of mothers.
Examination of the MAC's test-retest reliability is 
recommended to support the hypothesis that it is a reliable 
instrument over time. It is hypothesized that greater 
test-retest reliability may be found on specific subscales 
such as the frequency of marital conflict and aversive 
child behavior compared to the more diverse factors 
measuring pleasant and unpleasant events in general.
It also would be interesting to examine the utility of 
the MAC as a daily measure of setting events. This type of 
scale might be useful to clinicians during treatment to 
obtain more up-to-date information on setting events 
identified during assessment as problematic.
Additional support for the construct validity of the 
MAC (specifically for the subscale measuring the frequency 
of pleasant events) might be obtained by examining its 
relationship to measures not utilized in the current study. 
That is, review of the items included in the Pleasant 
Events factor indicate that it might be inversely related 
to maternal insularity, which has been found to decrease 
the generalizability of parent training effects (Wahler, 
1980). A follow-up study with mothers classified on the
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basis of insularity might provide interesting additional 
information.
Follow-up studies would also be recommended in order 
to examine the relationships between the valence of 
unpleasant events scores with measures of cognitive 
variables. Given the high correlations between the 
Unpleasant Events Schedule and cognitive measures such as 
the Automatic Thoughts Questionnaire and the Dysfunctional 
Attitude Scale (Wierzbicki & Rexford, 1989), examination of 
correlations between such measures with the MAC's 
unpleasant events scale could provide additional 
information on cognitive setting events which mothers 
experience.
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Appendix A
M O T H E R ’S A C T I V I T Y  C H E C K L I S T
The f o l l o w i n g  Is o list of (activities thot p o r e n t s  m o y  experience. 
This list C o n t o l n s  both p l o o s o n t  ond u n p l e a s a n t  Items, For eoch item rote 
h o w  ma n y  times you e x p e r i e n c e d  the event In the L A S T  T W O  WEEKS; For Items 
e x p e r i e n c e d  AT L E A ST  ONCE  In the post two weeks. rote h o w  p ie o so n t or 
u n p l e o s o n t  the e v en t  g e n e r o l l y  w o s .
A p l e o s a n t  a c t i v i t y  Is one thot is pleasant, e n j o y a b l e  or rewording. An 
u n p l e a s a n t  a c t i v i t y  Is on e thot is aversive, unpleosont. or punishing. 
T h e r e  Is no right or w r o n g  answer. For each activity, please refer to the 
s ro l e b e lo w
P l e a s e  use  the f o l l o w i n g  scale to rate how o ftBn you e x p e r i e n c e d  eoch item
1 * This  has not h a p p e n e d  to me in the lost 2 weeks.
2 - This has h a p p e n e d  a few times (l to 3) in the lest 2 weeks,
3 * Th i s  has h a p p e n e d  s e v er a l times ( h to 7) in the lost 2 weeks.
L - This has h a p p e n e d  o f te n  (6 to 12 times) in the last 2 weeks.
5 » This has h a p p e n e d  very often (13 or m o r e  times) in the lost 2 weeks
E X A M P L E :
HOW OFTEN? HO W  PLEASANT"’
1. G o i n g  to the doctor. 1 2 3 k 5 1 £ o u o o / 
very very
u n p l e a s a n t  neut ra l  pl e asant
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MOTHER'S ACTIVITY CHECKLIST 
DATE
SCALE 
How often? How pleosant?
very
u n p l M t a n t
neutral very
pleasant
1. Being offectlonote with my Ipput*.
2. L a u g h i n g .
9. Looking attractive,
9, Mowing something br«pk .
5. Seeing my child l o o m  something now.
6. Losing something.
7. Not accomplishing my goals.
8. Not gsttlng enough sloop or not sleeping 
wo 11 .
9. Making love .
IB. Ploying with o pot.
11. Spending time with my spouse.
12. Playing with my child or watching 
him/her ploy.
13. Finishing o chore.
19, Being complimented by someone other than 
my spouse.
15. Receiving offoctlon from my child ( e g  . , 
appreciative statements, hugs).
16. Receiving on unpleasant phone call.
17. Having privacy or time for myself.
18. Spending time with children.
19. Having problems at work.
20. Having trouble getting ready In the 
morn 1n g ,
21. Having my child do something for 
hlm/herself (e.g.. getting dressed).
22. Hoving my spouse work too hard or too late.
23. Arguing with a family member or friend.
29 . Reading with my child.
HOW OFTEN?
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2  3 C S  
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2  3 9 5
1 2  3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
1 2 3 9 5
HOW PLEASANT7
2 3 9 5 6
2 3 9 5 6
2 3 9 5 6
2 3 9 5 6
2 3 9 5 6
2 3 9 ' 5 6
2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
1 2 3 9 5 6
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SCALE
How oft»r>7 J_____ 2_____ 5_____ t_____ 5 How pl*o*ont7 1 2 3 L 5 6 7
( 0){ 1-3)(A - 7 )(B - 1 2 )(15 or m o r t ) v*ry noutrol vory
urpl*o«ont p]*otOnt
HOW OFTEN? HOW PLEASANT?
25 . 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
26. Staying home when I wont to be out. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
27. Knowing thot my child is doing well in 
school * 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
20. L o o m i n g  thot something bod has hoppened 
to o friend or relative. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
29. Seeing roaches or pests in my home. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
30. Visiting with relatives. l 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
31 . Moving my child do something without 
being told (e.g.. cleaning up. 
h o m e w o r k ). 1 H 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
32 . wotching an unpleosont Tv snow. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
33 . Doing on errand when I don't wont to. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 G 7
34 . Being lote or having to rush. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
35 . Hearing my Child cry. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
36. Taking o relaxing bath or shower. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 G 7
37. Sticking to my diet. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
30. Spending time with friends. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
39 * Having my child misbehave ot bedtime. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 G 7
4 0 . Forgetting s o m e t h i n g . 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
4 1 . Working on a hobby. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
U2 , Doing something I enjoy owoy from home. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
43 . Having my children moke a mess. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 G 7
44 Missing work. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
45 Moving things go well at work. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 G 7
46. Exercising or dancing. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
47 . Tohing o w a l k . 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
40 Unpleosont driving (e.g.. bod traffic, 
long distance, bod weather) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 4 5 6 7
49 Seeing my children fight. 1 2 3 4 rj 1 2 4 5 6 7
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SCALE
How oft»n7 How pleasant?
v»ry
unpltoiont
ntutrol very
p l e o s o m
50. Preparing o good meal.
51. Helping someone.
51, Hovlng my child eat properly.
53. Being lied to.
5 k . Being criticized by a friend or relative.
55. Hovlng my spouse help with disciplining or 
coring for the children.
55. Being nagged by my children.
57. Hovlng my spouse not help enough oround 
the house.
50 Watching a good TV show.
59. Hot hovlng enough money to buy needed Items.
6C. Finding out good news.
61. Moving my child not Cooperate with 
something she/he hos to do.
67. Hovlng my child tell me about something
good thot hoppened to her/him.
63. Hovlng my child emDorross me in public
6k. Knowing thot o family member Is sick or
h u r t i n g .
65. Arguing with my spouse.
66. Shopping.
67. Hot having enough privacy or time for 
m y s e l f .
60, Going to church.
69. Having my child disobey me.
70. Hovlng u e e o n e  breok o promise
71 Enjoying a good meal ot home.
72. Receiving o favor from someone.
73 Being oround rude or unpleosont people.
7k Rend 1n g .
HOW 0FTEN7 
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 6
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
. 2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
2 3 k 5
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2
1 2 
1 2
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2
1 2
1 2 
1 2
1 2 
1 2 
1 2
1 2 
1 2
1 2 
i 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2
HOW PLEASANT?
k 6 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k S 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k 5 6 7
k S 6 7
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5CJIE
How often? T J_____ 3 t*_____ 5 How pleosant.7 2 3 k 5 6 7
( 0 ){ 1 - 3 M  k - 7 ) ( 0-1 2 ) { T 3 or m o r t  ) v#ry neutral viry
u n p l e a s a n t  pleasant
NOW OfTEN? HOW PLEASANT?
75 . Hovlng my spouse do something nice for me. 1 2 3 k 5 1 2 3 k 5 6
76 . Acting foolish or stupid oround others. 1 2 3 k 5 1 2 3 i* 5 6
77. Hovlng o good eonverso 1 1 o n . 1 2 3 k 5 1 2 3 k 5 6
70, Expressing my lev# to someone. 1 2 3 U 5 1 2 3 It 5 6
79. Being ashed for my advice. 1 2 3 u 5 1 2 3 it 5 6
60. Doing something poorly or moking o mistake, i r 3 u 5 l 2 3 it 5 6
a , Looking ungttroct1v e . 1 2 3 it 5 X 2 3 it 5 6
£2 Being left out or ignored. 1 2 3 it 5 l 2 3 it 5 6
63 . Amusing people. t ' 2 J k 5 1 2 5 it 5 E
6k h Having my child behove well in public. 1 2 3 it 5 i 2 3 it 5 6
SS . Having my spouse ignore the children, 1 2 3 U 5 1 2 3 k 5 6
86 . Hovlng o good idea or solving a problem. 1 2 3 u 5 1 2 3 k 5 E
07 . Eating o meal I dislike. 1 2 3 it 5 l 2 3 U 3 B
0B. Being confused; not knowing whot to co. 1 2 3 w 5 \ 2 3 t* 5 6
09 . Not being able to spend time with people 
I care ooout. T 2 3 It 5 l 2 3 u 5 6
90 . Having to poy on expensive pill. 1 2 3 It 5 1 2 3 i 5 G
91 . Comp 11men ting s o m eone. l 2 3 It 5 l 2 3 u 5 6
9 2 . B e 1ng re 1Q k i C '1 2 3 It 5 1 2 3 it 5 6
93 Hovlng my soouse ignore me when I orti 
to 1 k m g  . l 2 3 It 5 i 2 it 3 6
9**. Hovlng too mucn to do. 2 3 1* 5 1 2 3 k 5 6
95 , Hearing something good about o friend or 
fami1y m e m b e r , \ 2 3 It 5 1 2 3 k 5 6
96 . Being criticised or nagged by my spouse 1 2 3 it 5 i 2 3 U 5 6
97. Being interrupted. 1 2 3 i* 5 1 2 3 it 5 6
90. Having someone criticize my child or 
onother fomlly memp*r X 2 3 it 5 l 2 3 U 5 £
99. Being taken for granted py my spouse 1 2 3 U 5 1 2 3 *t 5 £
1 00 . Being complimented by my spouse. 1 2 3 k 5 T 2 3 u 5 6
Appendix B
T"i REVISED MOTHER'S ACTIVITY CHECKLIST
The following is a list ol ac:iv:::is that parents cay experience. This list 
contains both pleasant and unpleasant items. For each item rate how nar.v ti-es 
you experienced the event in the LAST TWO WEEKS; For items experienced AT LEAST 
ONCE in the past two weeks, rate how pleasant or unoleasant tne event generally 
ua 5 .
A pleasant activity is one that is pleasant, enjoyable or rewarding. An 
unpleasant activity is one that is aversive, unpleasant, or punishing. There 
is no right or wrong answer. For each activity, please refer to the scale 
b e l c v .
Please use the following scale to rate how often you experienced each item:
1 “ This has not happened to me in the last 2 weeks.
2 - This has ha p pened a few times (1 to 1 ) m  the last 2 weeks.
3 “ This has h a p p e n e d  several times (4 to 7} in the last 2 weeks.
4 “ This has ha p pened often (3 to 12 tines) in the last 2 weeks.
5 ” This has h a ppened very often (13 or more times) ir. the last 2 weeks.
EXAMPLE:
HCN OFTEN? HOW PLEASANT?
Going to the doctor. 1 2 2 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very verv
u npleasant neutral pleasant
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66
MOTHER'S ACTIVITY CHIC .'.LI 3 T 
NA.Hr ___________________________  DATS____
i-sv o::sa? How pleasant?
2 3 4 S 1 2_____ 3 - ? 6
O ) ( 4-7) (13 or acre] 
(1-3} (8-13 1
ve ry
u npleasant
neu tral ver
pleasa
y
HOW OFT EN? HOW PLEASANT?
1 , Laughing. 2 ' 4 5 3 H 5 6 7
2 . Looking artrac.iv*. 1 2 4 5 1 - 2 ’ 5 6 7
3 . Seeing r.y child learn 
something new. j 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- Nor accor.pl i s h i n g ny goals. 1 2 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 6
5 . Mot gett i ng  e nc u g h  sleep or 
not sleeping well. T 2 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
S . “ inishir.g a chore. 1 2 5 h 2 3 4 5 6 7
~ Being com p li m en t ed  by someone 
ether than r,y spouse. 2 4 5 h •1 3 4 5 6 7
a . Receiving af f ection frcn r.y 
c h i l d . 1 2 4 5 i 2 J * 5 6 7
9 . Having p r i v a c y  or tine for 
nyself .' 2 ** 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
KOW OFTEN? HOW PLEASANT 2
10 Spending tine w i t h  ny children. 1 2 4 5 1 2 2 ' 5 6 7
* ^ Having pr o bl e ms  at work. 1 2 4 5 2 3 4 5 6 7
* n Having trou bl e  getting ready 
in the morning. 1 ■> 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13 Having ny c hi l d do something 
without being told. 1 2 4 5 2 3 4 5 6 7
14 Being late or having to rush. T_ 2 4 5 2 3 4 5 6 7
15 Hearing ny child cry. 1 2 4 5 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. Taking a re l axing bath or shower. 2 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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:w often? r.O'w o-easant
(0) (4-7) (13 or more)
(1-3) (3-12)
ve ry
unole as a nt
neutral very
oleasar,:
HOW OFTEN? HOW PLEASANT?
17 . Spending t im.e witii friends. 1 m 3 4 5 T 2 4 5 6
13 . Having ny child mi sbehave 
tt bediir.e.
T 2 3 «♦ 5 1 ■“1 «* 5 6 7
19 . Doing something I enjoy away 
iron r.ore .
1 7 3 - 5 1 2 5 6 7
20 . Having rr.v ch i ld r en  make a ness. T_ 2 3 4 5 5 6 7
Seeing my c h il d re n  fight. *> 3 4 5 : 4 5 6 7
2 2 . Helming someone. l 2 3 ** 5 i -I ** 5 6 7
2 2 
24 .
Being nagged by my children. 
Hiving my spouse not help
2 3 4 5 2 4 5 6 7
enough around the house. 1 T 3 4 5 - 2 ** 5 6 7
25 . Watching a good T V  shew. 1 2 3 4 5 2 2 4 5 6
7
25. 
27 .
Finding out good news.
Having my child not cooperate with
2. 2 3 4 5 2 4 5 6 7
28 .
something sne/he has to do. 
Having my c hild tell me about
2
HOW 0
3 4
N?
5 i
HOW
4 5 
LEASANT
5
something geed that happened 
to her/him.
1 2 3 4 5 -
T 4 5 6 7
2 9 . Arguing with my spouse. 1 2 3 ■* 5 2 4
e 6 7
on
H aving mv child disobey me. t 2 3 4 5 i 2 4 5 6 7
31 . Enjoying a good meal at home. 1 3 * 5 1
2 4 5 6 7
32 . Receiving a favor from someone. 1 2 3 4 5 - 4 5 6
7
33 . Read in.g . 1 ; 3 - 5
1 4 5 6 7
34 . H a v m g  a good conversation. > 3 H 5 4 5 6 7
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r.ow o t e e n 7
(0) (*1-7) (13 or aora)
(1-3) (3-12)
■;o'J pLessi: 
I 3___ :
very neurril
unpleasant
very 
oleasant
35, Expressing my love to someone.
36, Amusing people.
3 7 , Having ny c h i ld  behave veil 
in puolic.
36. Having my spouse ignore the 
children
39. Set being able Co spend Cine 
pen people X care about.
■to. Having to pay an expensive be!)
41. Having my spouse ignore me 
■ tsn I a:
42. Having coo much Co do.
43. Hearing so mething good abouc 
a frlend or family member.
it. Being c r i t i c i z e d  or nagged 
by my spouse.
45. Being taken for granted 
tv nv socuse.
HOW 0ETEN7 
1 2  3 4
1 2  3 4
1 2  3 4
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
HOW PLEASANT?
5 6
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
Appendix C
Factor Loadings from Principal Components Analysis with 
Varimax Rotation
ITEM 1
Factor 
2 3 4
Factor 1 (Pleasant Events) 
77. Good Conversation . 66 . 02 -.07 . 04
38. Spending time w/ friends .61 -.03 . 06 -.13
60* Good news . 56 -.11 . 14 .10
95. Heard something good . 56 -.18 . 15 . 19
51. Helping someone . 53 . 08 . 12 . 19
42. Doing something 
enjoyable . 52 -.05 . 09 -.10
71. Having a good meal . 52 . 08 -. 12 -.14
78. Expressing love . 52 . 12 - . 18 . 04
62. Child tell
something good . 52 . 10 . 00 .26
14. Being complimented . 52 -.06 . 15 .07
84. Child behave well .49 -.26 . 04 . 24
3. Looking attractive .48 -.04 .03 -.15
36. Relaxing bath 
72. Receiving a favor
. 47 -.10 -.01 -.18
. 47 -.02 . 16 . 19
2. Laughing .46 . 16 -.20 -.12
83. Amusing people . 45 -.00 .08 . 16
58. Good TV show . 44 .08 . 07 -.14
15. Affection from child . 44 . 19 -.14 . 10
5. Child learn .43 . 05 . 03 . 09
17. Privacy for self .43 -.05 .05 -.25
18. Time with children . 43 . 18 -.12 -.06
13. Finishing a chore . 42 . 15 -.04 -.06
74. Reading .42 -.02 -.07 . 03
31. Child does something .41 -.25 - .08 . 10
on own
Factor 2 (Aversive Child Behavior) 
69. Child disobey me .00 . 77 . 15 . 09
43. Child make a mess . 02 .70 .09 . 16
61. Child embarrass me . 11 .70 . 13 . 19
35. Hearing child cry . 02 . 65 .09 . 10
56. Being nagged -.06 .61 .09 . 16
39. Child misbehave . 01 .56 . 16 . 01
49. Child fight . 02 . 52 . 07 . 12
69
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Appendix C (cont.)
Factor
ITEM I 2 3 4
Factor 3 (Aversive Marital Events)
96. Nagged by spouse .01 . 07 .79 . 15
99. Taken for granted .00 . 13 .75 . 15
65. Arguing with spouse .05 .13 .72 . 08
93. Spouse ignoring me .02 . 10 . 65 . 14
85. Spouse ignoring
children -.03 .21 . 61 . 10
57. Spouse not helping .03 . 17 .55 . 03
around the house
Factor 4 (Unpleasant Events)
94. Too much to do .06 . 19 . 07 .62
34. Being late .06 . 19 . 01 . 62
89. No time .oo . 00 . 18 . 51
8. Not enough sleep -.06 . 10 . 06 .50
19. Problems at work -.04 -.06 . 10 .50
20. Trouble getting ready -.03 .20 -.00 . 49
90. Expensive bill .15 .01 . 13 .46
7. Not acc. goals -.02 . 18 . 08 .46
Eigenvalues 6.24 5.20 2 . 53 2 . 08
Percent of variance 13.90 11. 60 5 . 60 4 . 60
Appendix D
Item-total Correlations for the 100-item Measure
item Item-Total
Correlations
n
1 . 34 3 . 55 1 .21
2 . 38 4 .20 1. 00
3 .40 3 .48 1. 05
4 .23 1. 62 .73
5 . 40 3 . 00 1.05
6 . 33 1.81 .92
7 . 44 2. 19 .95
8 . 32 2.79 1. 15
9 . 25 2 . 65 .97
10 . 19 2.29 1.47
11 . 39 3.22 1. 22
12 . 38 3 . 93 1. 10
13 . 37 3 . 74 1.13
14 .43 2 . 69 . 96
15 . 38 4 .25 .97
16 .31 1.48 .82
17 . 36 2 .32 1.02
18 .33 4 . 09 1.05
19 .30 1.83 1. 06
20 .35 2.31 1. 15
21 . 35 3 .65 1.21
22 .20 2 . 56 1. 34
23 . 39 1.96 .99
24 . 32 3 . 12 1.30
25 . 37 1.70 .84
26 . 36 1. 99 1. 07
27 . 35 2.81 1. 37
28 . 27 1. 62 . 70
29 . 26 1 . 97 . 99
30 .24 2 . 53 1. 08
31 . 39 2 .40 1.03
32 .27 1.40 .67
33 .45 2 . 32 . 99
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34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
72
D (cont.)
Item-Total M SD
Correlations
.44 2 . 92 1. 19
.41 2 . 79 1.23
.38 2 . 68 1.35
.30 1.95 1.20
. 55 2.40 1.03
.34 2.33 1. 14
. 49 2.35 .94
. 32 1.74 1. 03
.44 2 .20 1.09
.48 3 .20 1.25
. 19 1. 29 . 62
.34 2.73 1.37
. 31 2 . 05 1.23
.31 1. 89 1 . 10
.31 2. 32 1. 14
. 34 2 .36 1.35
.31 3.26 1.09
.45 3 . 11 1. 11
.34 3. 50 1. 03
.41 1. 79 .92
.42 1. 75 .85
. 34 3 . 47 1.21
.44 2 .76 1.27
.32 2.39 1.28
.33 2 .48 .99
.34 2 . 39 1.38
.52 2 . 20 .84
. 51 2 . 65 1.08
.46 3 . 00 1. 04
. 37 1. 69 . 88
.25 1. 78 .85
. 42 2 .13 .91
. 35 2 . 54 . 97
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
73
D (cont.)
Item-Total
Correlations
M £12
. 38 2 . 72 1.26
.21 2 . 06 1.03
.48 2. 65 1 .09
.40 1.47 . 77
.47 3.25 1.08
. 37 2.07 .92
.36 1. 98 1. 00
. 34 3 . 04 1.34
.45 2 . 77 1.04
.34 1.62 .82
.61 3. 00 1.03
.45 3 .73 1.22
.49 2.73 1.09
.45 2. 12 .78
.35 2 .23 .94
.49 1. 65 .88
.41 2.45 1.14
.42 3 . 19 1. 08
.44 1. 67 .95
.48 2 . 57 .95
. 36 1.38 .65
. 53 2.11 1. 01
. 37 2.33 1.11
. 36 2 .25 .97
.42 3 . 06 1.01
.44 2.61 1. 08
.45 2 . 09 1. 01
.41 3 . 61 1.27
. 46 2 .30 . 89
. 50 1.95 1. 02
.49 2.58 1.20
.45 1. 68 . 84
.48 2 .20 1.21
.39 2 . 66 1. 14
Appendix E
Item-total Correlations for the New 4 5-item Measure
Item Item-Total
Correlations
M £12
Factor 1 (Pleasant Events)
77 . 61 3 . 00 1.03
38 .53 2.40 1. 03
60 .49 2.20 . 84
95 .48 2 . 30 . 89
51 . 46 3 . 11 1. 11
42 .44 2 .20 1. 09
71 . 44 3.25 1. 08
78 .44 3.73 1.22
62 .45 3.00 1.04
14 .46 2.69 .96
84 . 42 3 . 19 1. 08
3 . 39 3.48 1. 05
36 . 36 2 .68 1.35
72 .39 2 .07 . 92
2 .38 4.20 1.00
83 . 39 2.45 1. 14
58 .38 2.48 .99
15 . 39 4.25 . 97
5 . 38 3 .00 1. 05
17 . 35 2 . 32 1. 02
18 . 34 4. 09 1. 05
13 . 38 3.74 1. 13
74 .35 3 . 04 1.34
31 .32 2.40 1. 03
Factor 2 (Aversive Child Behavior)
69 .68 2 . 65 1.09
43 . 60 3.20 1.25
35 . 51 2 .79 1.23
61 . 62 2.65 1. 08
56 . 54 2.76 1.28
39 . 47 2.33 1.14
49 .45 2 . 36 1.35
74
Item
Fact'
96
99
65
93
85
57
Fact'
94
34
89
19
8
7
90
20
75
E (cont.)
Item-Total M SD
Correlations
(Aversive Marital Events)
.67 1.95 1.02
.68 2.20 1.21
.58 2.13 .91
.55 2.09 1.01
.54 1.67 .95
.44 2.39 1.28
(Unpleasant Events)
.45 3.61 1.27
.52 2.92 1.19
.36 2.33 1.11
.36 1.83 1.06
.38 2.79 1,15
.37 2.19 .95
.32 2.25 .97
.42 2.31 1.15
Appendix F
Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's Activity
Checklist Variables bv Socioeconomic Status
Variable E4 D Sign. 
Level
FPOS
Level 1 136.42 25.96 207 p > . 05
Level 2 135.24 22.55 198
Level 3 138.28 23.01 191
Level 4 141.48 23 . 62 202
FNEG
Level 1 105.47 24 . 37 207 p > . 05
Level 2 102.33 21. 79 198
Level 3 102.98 20.31 191
Level 4 102.73 19. 01 202
VPOS
Level 1 232.76 46.87 207 p < .0001
Level 2 242.21 41. 11 198
Level 3 246.39 38. 45 191
Level 4 251.52 43 .78 202
VNEG
Level 1 74 .49 28 .59 207 p > . 05
Level 2 75.73 26.44 198
Level 3 77.71 24 . 13 191
Level 4 76 . 53 23. 01 202
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Appendix G
Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's Activity
Checklist Variables by Maternal Education
Variable n Sign.
Level
FPOS
Less than high school 134.20 21.74 34 p< . 03
Completed high school 133.51 23.71 182
Some college 138.04 25. 18 347
Completed college 138.82 23.24 197
Graduate/professional 143 . 39 21.31 71
training
FNEG
Less than high school 113.35 24 .43 34 p < .008
Completed high school 100.75 23 . 34 182
Some college 104.44 21.41 347
Completed college 102.77 20.28 197
Graduate/professional 99 . 02 17 .87 71
training
VPOS
Less than high school 213.70 49 . 15 34 p < .0001
Completed high school 239.31 44 . 37 182
Some college 241.80 42 .60 347
Completed college 247.77 42.45 197
Graduate/professional 245.53 33 .19 71
training
VNEG
Less than high school 71. 14 27 . 02 34 p < .0005
Completed high school 69 . 29 26 . 39 182
Some college 79. 37 26.21 347
Completed college 76.67 23 .61 197
Graduate/professional 75 . 95 20.19 71
training
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Appendix H
Descriptive Data on the New Mother's Activity Checklist
Factors bv Maternal Education
Variable n Sign.
Level
Pleasant Events
Less than high school 70. 47 13 . 16 34 p > . 05
Completed high school 69. 01 12 .73 182
Some college 71.46 12 .98 347
Completed college 71. 06 12 .24 197
Graduate/professional 73 . 16 10 . 58 71
training 
Aversive Child Behavior
Less than high school 21.97 6.72 34 p < .001
Completed high school 18. 19 5.88 182
Some college 18.68 5.82 347
Completed college 18.87 5.61 197
Graduate/professional 17 . 05 4 .85 71
training 
Aversive Marital Behavior
Less than high school 14 . 04 5.20 21 p> . 05
Completed high school 12.46 4 .87 148
Some college 12 . 56 4 .66 260
Completed college 12 . 30 4 .55 159
Graduate/professional 11. 18 3.79 66
training 
Unpleasant Events
Less than high school 20.73 5.62 34 p< . 02
Completed high school 19. 13 5.05 182
Some college 20.61 5 . 13 347
Completed college 20. 09 5.08 197
Graduate/professional 19 . 57 4 . 53 71
training
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Appendix I
Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's Activity
Checklist Variables by Income Level
Variable n Sign.
Level
FPOS
$0-4,999 130.36 23 . 51 38 p < .0006
$5,000 - 9,999 130.15 24 .41 40
$10,000 - 14,999 132.25 24 .99 56
$15,000 - 24,999 134.48 25.23 131
$25,000 - 34,999 136.65 24.82 158
$35,000 - 49,999 138.86 22.26 160
$50,000 and up 142.86 23 . 15 224
FNEG
$0-4,999 98. 28 23 .80 38 p> . 05
$5,000 - 9,999 105.60 27.70 40
$10,000 - 14,999 98. 16 18 . 20 56
$15,000 - 24,999 104.23 25.45 131
$25,000 - 34,999 104.32 22 .73 158
$35,000 - 49,999 101.85 19.89 160
$50,000 and Up 103.90 18.50 224
VPOS
$0-4,999 207.52 38. 22 38 p < .0001
$5,000 - 9,999 222.75 38. 30 40
$10,000 - 14,999 232.14 43.21 56
$15,000 - 24,999 230.85 42.47 131
$25,000 - 34,999 241.03 47 . 29 158
$35,000 - 49,999 250.70 35.67 160
$50,000 and up 255.56 40. 93 224
VNEG
$0-4,999 65 . 89 27 .64 38 p > . 05
$5,000 - 9,999 74 .70 33 . 11 40
$10,000 - 14,999 72 . 66 25.07 56
$15,000 - 24,999 75. 69 24 . 07 131
$25,000 - 34,999 77 . 53 25. 49 158
$35,000 - 49,999 77 . 61 26 . 50 160
$50,000 and up 76 .48 24 . 05 224
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Appendix J
Descriptive Data on the New Mother's Activity Checklist
Factors bv Income Level
Variable SJ2 n Sign. 
Level
Pleasant Events
$0-4,999 73 .89 14 .45 38 p> . 05
$5,000 - 9,999 72 . 47 12 .99 40
$10,000 - 14,999 71.55 12.95 56
$15,000 - 24,999 71.30 13.20 131
$25,000 - 34,999 69.79 13 . 32 158
$35,000 - 49,999 69.86 11. 54 160
$50,000 and up 71.43 12 . 03 224
Aversive Child Behavior
$0-4,999 18. 94 6. 22 38 p > . 05
$5,000 - 9,999 19. 17 6. 29 40
$10,000 - 14,999 18.26 4 . 58 56
$15,000 - 24,999 18.80 6 .08 131
$25,000 - 34,999 18.74 6.01 158
$35,000 - 49,999 18 . 25 6 . 10 160
$50,000 and up 18.4 5 5. 51 224
Aversive Marital Events
$0-4,999 12 .72 3 .74 38 p < .007
$5,000 - 9,999 14 . 14 5.39 40
$10,000 - 14,999 12 . 58 3.93 56
$15,000 - 24,999 14. 00 5. 61 131
$25,000 - 34,999 12. 62 4 . 65 158
$35,000 - 49,999 11.72 3 .96 160
$50,000 and up 11.91 4 .48 224
Unpleasant Events
$0-4,999 18. 57 5. 36 38 p> . 05
$5,000 - 9,999 21. 17 6. 11 40
$10,000 - 14,999 19.94 4.44 56
$15,000 - 24,999 20. 31 5.67 131
$25,000 - 34,999 19 . 98 5.27 158
$35,000 - 49,999 19 . 90 4 .98 160
$50,000 and up 20. 22 4 . 63 224
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Appendix K
Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's Activity
Checklist Variables by Race
Variable n Sign. 
Level
FPOS
Black 138.13 29 .70 136 p > . 05
White 137.53 22 .72 678
FNEG
Black 99. 35 23.79 136 p< , 02
White 104.22 20.96 678
VPOS
Black 231.09 43.81 136 p < .0007
White 244.90 42.87 678
VNEG
Black 73. 05 30- 62 136 p> . 05
White 76. 61 24 . 32 678
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Appendix L
Descriptive Data on the New Mother's Activity Checklist
Factors bv Race
Factor M D Sign. 
Level
Pleasant Events 
Black 
White
74 . 58 
70.26
15. 96 
11. 67
136
678
p < .0003
Aversive Child Behavior 
Black 
White
17. 42 
18.95
5 . 19 
5.85
136
678
p < .004
Aversive Marital Events 
Black 
White
12 .89 
12.32
5.45 
4 . 52
79
565
p> . 05
Unpleasant Events 
Black 
White
19. 25 
20.23
5.99 
4 . 89
136
678
p< . 04
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Appendix M
Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's Activity
Checklist Variables bv Marital Status
Variable M sLB D Sign.
Level
FPOS
Married 140.56 23 . 12 636 p<.0001
Living with someone 147.20 30 . 82 20
Divorced 126.70 21.79 84
Separated 121.00 24.62 44
Single 126.73 22.20 49
FNEG
Married 105.48 21.34 636 p < .0001
Living with someone 109.10 26. 18 20
Divorced 93 .73 18 .71 84
Separated 92. 22 16 . 88 44
Single 95. 42 21.91 49
VPOS
Married 249.41 41.92 636 p < .0001
Living with someone 261.55 42 .55 20
Divorced 216.15 32.76 84
Separated 204.09 49.04 44
Single 222.75 27.47 49
VNEG
Married 77.26 25.80 636 p < . 02
Living with someone 77 . 05 23.95 20
Divorced 73 . 00 24.42 84
Separated 69.72 23 . 28 44
Single 67 . 08 23 .92 49
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Appendix N
Descriptive Data on the Original Mother's Activity
Checklist Variables bv Distressed Status
Variable n n Sign.
Level
FPOS
Child clinical 131.35 22.52 45 p < . 02
Child nonclinical 140.23 24 . 57 526
Marital clinical 116.00 15. 99 15 p < .0001
Marital nonclinical 146.07 22 . 86 128
Low depression 140.01 24 . 36 365 p < .001
High depression 118.26 20 . 00 42
FNEG
Child clinical 123.15 24 . 57 45 p < .0001
Child nonclinical 98. 09 19.94 526
Marital clinical 105.53 26.71 15 p > . 05
Marital nonclinical 94 . 69 19 . 30 128
Low depression 96.82 19 . 58 365 p < .001
High depression 117.69 18 .63 42
VPOS
Child clinical 225.66 44 .24 45 p < .002
Child nonclinical 246.43 42 . 60 526
Marital clinical 222.73 45.37 15 p < .003
Marital nonclinical 256.67 41. 18 128
Low depression 249.37 41. 10 365 p < .001
High depression 201.47 45. 64 42
VNEG
Child clinical 76.24 23 . 07 45 p > . 05
Child nonclinical 75. 37 26.54 526
Marital clinical 79. 66 19. 37 15 p > . 05
Marital nonclinical 70. 50 27 . 16 128
Low depression 74 . 18 25 . 97 365 p> . 05
High depression 73.71 24 . 68 42
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Appendix O
Descriptive Data on the New Mother's Activity Checklist
Factors bv Distressed Status
Factor n £12 n Sign.
Level
Pleasant Events
Child clinical 67.42 11.43 45 p < . 01
Child nonclinical 72 .24 12 .62 526
Marital clinical 60. 46 8.78 15 p < .0002
Marital nonclinical 72.49 11. 55 128
Low depression 71.95 12 . 61 365 p< .0001
High depression 63 . 33 10.33 42
Aversive Child Behavior
Child clinical 24.75 6.26 45 p < .0001
Child nonclinical 16.96 4 .95 526
Marital clinical 18.26 4 .02 15 p > . 05
Marital nonclinical 17 . 00 5.57 128
Low depression 17 . 33 5.23 365 pc.OOOl
High depression 20.90 4 .90 42
Aversive Marital Events
Child clinical 13.25 4 .94 35 p < . 03
Child nonclinical 11. 61 4 . 23 415
Marital clinical 14 . 63 6.42 11 p < .0001
Marital nonclinical 9. 62 3 .01 127
Low depression 11.48 4 .20 290 p < .0001
High depression 16.79 5. 61 24
Unpleasant Events
Child clinical 22.86 5.32 45 p < .0001
Child nonclinical 19. 35 5.01 526
Marital clinical 20.20 4 .97 15 p>. 05
Marital nonclinical 18 .75 5.06 128
Low depression 18 . 78 4 .74 365 p < .0001
High depression 23 . 57 5.07 42
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Appendix p
ANOVA Source Tables 
SES bv the Frequency of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 3 1489.73 2. 61 . 05
Within Groups 794 569.21
SES bv the Freauencv of UnDleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 3 413.64 . 89 .44
Within Groups 794 462.29
SES bv the Valence of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 3 12894.64 7 . 05 . 0001
Within Groups 794 1828 - 51
SES bv the. Valence of Jnoleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 3 364 - 29 . 55 . 65
Within Groups 794 659.15
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Appendix P (cont.)
SES bv Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 3 105.99 .66 . 57
Within Groups 794 158-71
SES bv Aversive Child Behavior
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups
3
794
20.38
33.49
. 60 . 60
SES bv Aversive Marital Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups
3
639
54 .38 
21. 54
2 . 52 . 06
SES bv Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 3 11. 22 . 42 .73
Within Groups 794 26.27
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Appendix P (cont.)
Maternal Occupation bv the Frequency of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
within Groups
8
638
884.14 
585.29
1-51 . 15
Maternal Occuoation bv the Freauencv of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
within Groups
8
638
658.78 
465.28
1.41 . 18
Maternal Occupation bv the Valence of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 8 2856.14 1.49 . 15
Within Groups 638 1915.54
Maternal occupation bv the Valence of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 8
Within Groups 638
1813.62 
649.19
2-79 . 005
Appendix P (cont.)
Maternal.Occupation by Pleasant Events
89
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 8 
Within Groups 638
192.99 1.18 
163.37
.30
Maternal_Occupation by Aversive Child Behavior
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 8 
within Groups 638
60.51 1.90 
31.73
. 06
Maternal Occupation bv Aversive Marital Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 8 
Within Groups 479
28.09 1.22 
22. 90
.28
Maternal Occupation bv Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 8 47.26 1. 78 . 07
Within Groups 638 26. 54
90
Appendix P (cont.)
Maternal Education bv the..Frequency of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 4 
Within Groups 823
2541.69 
574.69
2.68 .03
Maternal Education bv the Freauencv of UnDleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 4 
Within Groups 823
1601.09 
460.27
3.47 .008
Maternal Education bv the valence of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 4 
Within Groups 823
11467.28
1816.75
6.31 .0001
Maternal Education bv the Valence of UnDleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 4 
Within Groups 823
3255.82 
637.07
5.11 .0005
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Appendix P (cont.)
Maternal Education bv Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 4 282.68 1.78 . 12
Within Groups 823 158.23
Maternal Education hv Aversive Child Behavior
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 4 150.36 4 . 54 . 001
Within Groups 823 33.08
Maternal Education bv Aversive Marital Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 4 41. 12 1.92 . 10
Within Groups 649 21.39
Maternal Education bv Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 4 73 . 50 2 . 85 .02
Within Groups 823 25.78
Appendix P (cont.)
Income bv the Frequency of Pleasant Events
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Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 6 2280.42 4.00 . 0006
Within Groups 800 569.90
Income bv the Frecruencv of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 6 548.48 1.17 .31
Within Groups 8 00 467.30
Income bv the valence of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 6 22526.42 13.09 . 0001
Within Groups 8 00 1719.62
Income bv the Valence of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 6 904.55 1.38 .21
Within Groups 800 654.68
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Appendix P (cont.)
Income bv Pleasant Events
Source DF Ms F P
Between Groups 6 151,59 
Within Groups 800 159.42
.95 .45
Income bv Aversive Child Behavior
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 6 9.3 5 
within Groups 800 34.16
.27 .94
Income bv Aversive Marital Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 6 61.47 
Within Groups 628 20.64
2 . 97 . 007
Income bv UnDleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 6 2 5.51 
within Groups 800 26.13
. 97 .43
Appendix P (cont.)
Race bv the Frequency of Pleasant Events
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Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 
Within Groups 812
40 . 96
577.12
. 07 .79
Race bv the Freauencv of UnDleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 
Within Groups 812
2691.22 
460.45
5. 84 .02
Race bv the Valence of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups
1 21590.07 11.65 
812 1851.89
. 0007
Race bv the Valence of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1
Within Groups 812
1463.15 
649.33
2.21
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Appendix P (cont.)
Race bv Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
within Groups
1
812
2109.52 
155.96
13.52 .0003
Race bv Aversive Child Behavior
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups
1
812
265.94 
33 ,03
8. 04 .004
Race bv Aversive Marital £vents
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 22.76 1. 05 . 31
Within Groups 642 21. 59
Race bv Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 109.14 4.21 .04
Within Groups 812 25.90
Appendix P (cont.)
Marital Status bv the Frequency of Pleasant Events
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Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 4 8827.84 16. 36 . 0001
within Groups 828 539.54
Marital Status bv the Frequency of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups
4
828
4946.91 11.17 
442.79
. 0001
Marital Status bv the Valence of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 
Within Groups
4
828
44997.79 27.01 
1665.78
. 0001
Marital Status bv the Valence of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 4
Within Groups 828
1849.87 
644.96
2 . 86 . 02
Appendix P (cont.)
Marital Status bv Pleasant Events
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Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 4 384.66 2 .44 .04
Within Groups 828 157.52
Marital Status bv Aversive Child Behavior
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 4 31.12 .92 .44
Within Groups 828 33.52
Marital Status bv Aversive Marital Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 7 . 03 . 32 .56
Within Groups 654 21.49
Marital Status bv Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 4 40. 28 1. 54 . 18
within Groups 828 25.99
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Appendix P (cont.)
Child Clinical bv the Frequency of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 
Within Groups
l
569
3271.33 5.48 .02
596.46
Child Clinical bv the Freauencv of Unoleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 
Within Groups
1
569
26026.14 62.89 .0001 
413.83
Child Clinical bv the Valence of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 
Within Groups
1
569
17873.99 9.78 .002 
1826.45
Child Clinical bv the Valence of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups l 31.23 . 04 . 83
Within Groups 569 691.53
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Appendix P (cont.)
Child Clinical bv Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 962.75 6. 12 . 01
Within Groups 569 157.15
Child Clinical bv Aversive child Behavior
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 2512.97 97.88 .0001
Within Groups 569 25. 67
Child Clinical bv Aversive Marital Events
source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 87 . 09 4 .71 . 03
Within Groups 448 18 .46
Child Clinical bv Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 510.49 20. 12 . 0001
Within Groups 569 25. 36
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Appendix P (cont.)
Marital Clinical bv the Frequency of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 12146.93 24 .46 .0001
Within Groups 141 469.49
Marital Clinical bv the Freauencv <of UnDleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 1577.12 3 . 88 . 051
Within Groups 141 406.37
Marital Clinical bv the Valence of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 15472.17 8 .93 . 003
Within Groups 141 1731.96
Marital Clinical bv the Valence of Unoleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 1128 - 20 1. 60 .21
Within Groups 141 702.00
Appendix P (cont.)
Marital Clinical bv Pleasant Events
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Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups
1 1941.65 15.16 
141 127.99
. 0002
Marital Clinical by Aversive Child Behavior
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 21.27 .71 .39
Within Groups 141 29.55
Marital Clinical bv Aversive Marital Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups
1 254.53 22.21 
136 11.45
. 0001
Marital Clinical bv Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 27.92 1. 09 .29
Within Groups 141 25.53
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Appendix P (cont.)
Maternal Depression bv the Frequency of Pleasant Events
source DF m s F p
Between Groups 1 17821.23 31. 04 . 0001
Within Groups 405 574.08
Maternal Degression bv the Freauencv of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 16399.04 43.15 .0001
Within Groups 405 380.02
Maternal Depression bv the Valence of Pleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups
1
405
86427.72 
1729.15
49. 98 . 0001
Maternal Depression bv the Valence of Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 
Within Groups
1
405
8.29 
667,95
.01 .91
Appendix P (cont.)
Maternal Depression bv Pleasant Events
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Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 
Within Groups 405
2802.35 18.22 
153.77
.0001
Maternal Depression by Aversive Child Behavior
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 1 
Within Groups 405
478.71 17.69 
27 . 05
.0001
Maternal Depression bv Aversive Marital Events
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 1 
within Groups 312
642.72 33.36 
18.72
. 0001
Maternal Depression bv Unpleasant Events
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 863.43 37 . 74 .0001
Within Groups 405 22 . 87
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Appendix P (cont. 
Evberq Intensity
)
Scores bv Maternal Depression
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 24294.12 28.53 . 0001
Within Groups 405 956.64
Evbera Intensity Scores by Marital Clinical Status
Source DF MS F p
Between Groups 1 3619.70 3.72 . 06
Within Groups 141 972.16
Evberq Problem Scores bv Maternal Depression
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 1153.48 20.84 .0001
within Groups 405 55.32
Evberg Problem Scores bv Marital clinical Status
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 293.83 5. 18 . 02
Within Groups 141 56. 67
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Appendix P (cont.)
DAS Scores bv Child Clinical Status
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups l 86.30 . 17 . 67
Within Groups 235 490.28
DAS Scores bv Maternal Depression
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 22776.09 46.87 . 0001
within Groups 270 485.91
BDI Scores bv Child Clinical Status
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups 1 434.31 10.95 . 001
Within Groups 371 39.65
BDI—Scores bv Marital Clinical Status
Source DF MS F P
Between Groups l 1316.21 42 . 69 . 0001
Within Groups 141 30.82
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